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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ar THE SITTING on Thursday last of the Select Committee on 
the Land Transfer Bill the evidence of Mr. Joun Hunter was 
concluded; Mr. Arcutzy, of Bristol, and Mr. McKenzis, of 
Sunderland, were examined, and Mr. Saunpers, of Birmingham, 
was under examination when the Committee rose. The sittings 
are adjourned until June 10. 


WE print elsewhere an order transferring the whole of the 
winding-up business from Mr. Justice Vavanan Wittams to 
Mr. Justice Romer during the absence of the former learned 
judge from the 28th of until his return from circuit. It 
should be added that the whole of this work will, on the return 
of Mr. Justice Vavenan Wituiams, stand re-transferred to him 
without further order. 





In Court or Appgat No, 2 the list of the day on Thursday 
last was got through at an early hour, and the Justices, 
not being satisfied to rige at noon, sent to the other branch of 
the Appeal Court to see if any case could be spared, with the 
satisfactory result that they were enabled to sit until the usual 
hour for rising. At the end of the day the court rose for the 
vacation. 





Tue Lorp Cuter Justice will be the Judge in Vacation from 
the Ist to the 10th of June, both days inclusive; but as his 
lordship will not be in London during that time, the sittings in 
Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers will be taken by Mr. Justice 
Cave on the 5th of June, and by Mr. Justice Kennzpy on the 
7th of June. Thus apparently must the Whitsun Vacation 
notice be interpreted. The Lord Chief Justice takes all business, 
with the exception of Queen’s Bench Chamber business on 
those two days. 





Tue rncLusion of colonial judges in the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council is a reform about which there will probably 
be only one opinion. Suitors who come here from Canada, 
from Australia, and from the Cape are entitled to have their 
cases heard by judges, one of whom at least has special 
acquaintance with the system of law on which the decision of 
the case depends. The necessity is most —— with — 
to the French law of Lower Canada and the Roman-Duatch law 
of the Cape; but even in Australian ap though the system 
of law is English, the appellate tribunal ought to have special 
acquaintance with the legislation and the social conditions of 
colonies. In House of Lords i an established princi 


Rosxnany’s Bill, according 
tive clause, which is to 
ve held judicial office in 


; and 4 similar principle sb 
of the Judicial Committee. Lord 
his own statem unt, consists of one o 
the effect that, if any persons who 
pe, or of the 


numbers, to be members of the Privy Council, they shall be 
members of the Judicial Committee. This provides sufficiently 


wi | for the required change in the constitution of the committee ; 


but the question of the payment of the additional members has 
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been carefully left open, and apparently any arrangement on 
this head must be suggested by the colonies themselves. It is 
not for this country to bear the extra expense. In the first 
instance, it seems to be anticipated that acting judges in the 
colonies will be able to follow cases here; and, if this is prac- 
ticable, no additional paid members will be required. 





By cravuse 15 of the Finance Bill, 1895, it is proposed that 
‘‘so much of section 15 of the Stamp Act, 1891, as limits the 
time within which the Commissioners of Inland Revenue may 

mitigate or remit any penalty payable on stamping shall be re- 

pealed.” ur readers will remember that section 15 (3) pro- 
vides that, ‘‘save where other express provision is made by this 
Act in relation to any particular instrument, (6) the 


commissioners may, if they think fit, at any time within three 
months after the first execution of any instrument, mitigate or 


remit any penalty payable on stamping.” The practice hitherto 
has been that, since the commissioners have no power to_remjt 
or mitigate penalties after three months, full penalty has to 
be_paid_on stamping an instrument after the lapse of that 
period ; but a memorial for return of such penalty, accompanied 
by a statutory declaration as to facts, may be presented = the 
commissioners (see as to this Alpe’s Law of Stamp Duties, 4th 
8m, p. 42), who, acting under authority of the Treasury, return 


either the whole o amount as they think it inexpedient to 

































ins ; ence the change proposed by the Finance Di 
hardly justifies the plaudits with which it was received by Mr. 
Conen. Except as regards dispensing with payment of the full 


penalty in the first instance, it is not likely to produce much 
alteration in the practice as to remission of penalties. 


Ture 1s another clause (12) in the Finance Bill, 1895, which 
seems to deserve attention. It provides that— 

‘* Where after the passing of this Act, by virtue of any Act, whether 
paseed before or after this Act, either (2) any property 1s ves by way 
of tale in any person ; or (4) any person is authorized to purchase pro- 
perty ; such person shall within three months after the passing of the Act, 
or the date of vesting, whichever is later, or after the completion of the 
purchase, as the case may be, produce to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue a copy of the Act printed by the Queen’s printer of Acts of 
Parliament or some instrument relating to the vesting in the first case, 
and an instrument of conveyance of the property in the other case, duly 
stamped with the ad valorem duty payable upon a conveyance on sale of 
the property ; and in default of such production, the duty, with interest 
thereon at the rate of five per cent. per annum from the passing of the 
Act, date of vesting, or completion of the purchase, as the case may be, 
shall be a debt to her Majesty from such person." 

The Acts here intended to be referred to are, we suppose, Acts 
by which the property of a railway company or othor public 
body is actually vested by way of sale in another company, gy 
by which such a body is authorized to purchase property belong- 
ing to another company or body. Under section 19 of the 
Interpretation Act, 1889, the expression ‘‘ person,” unless the 
contrary intention appears, includes any body of persons corporate 
or unincorporate. ut is not the clause too widely expressed ? 
May it not be said that, in a sense, by virtue of the Settled Land 
Acts, property is ‘‘ vested by way of sale”’ in a purchaser under 
those Acts, and that by virtue of those Acts the trustees of the 
settlement for the purposes of the Acts are ‘‘ authorized to pur- 
chase property ” by way of investment of capital moneys? also 
that, by virtue of the Trustee Act, 1893, property is ‘ vested by 
way of sale” in a purchaser in favour of whom a vesting order 
is made upon a sale in pursuance of an order for sale? The 
clause ought apparently to be made to apply only where “any 
property is vested by way of sale in any person therein named, 
or any person therein named is authorized to purchase property.” 


Tux Hovse or Loxvs have rejected, practically without 
discussion, the useful measure of reform contained in the Law 
of Inheritance Amendment Bill. The object of the Bill was to 
provide that on the death of a person intestate as to real estate, 
the real estate should be divisible among the same persons as if 
it were personal estate as to which he had died intestate—in 
short, to abolish the law of primogeniture. No one, of course, 
pretends that a law under which the eldest son of an intestate 





owner of land takes the whole land is in the abstract defensible. 
Any owner of land who wishes his estate to descend in this 
way has only to make a will to that effect and the law would 
respect his wishes. But in the absence of any such expression 
of the owner’s desire, the law ought to recognize no principle 
save that equality is equity. There are no considerations of 
public policy which require that the eldest son should be 
sort at the expense of the other children. The argument 
against the Bill suggested by Earl Percy, who was the sole 
spokesman of the opposition, was the familiar one, based on 
the alleged difficulty of division. Actual partition, it was said, 
would diminish the value of each part, while, if the eldest 
brother was bound to buy out the rest, he would find his pro- 
perty irretrievably incumbered. From the point of view of the 
younger children there is clearly — in the first objec- 
tion. A younger child will prefer to take a share decreased “ 
in value rather than no share at all. And as to the second, 
there is no reason why the eldest son should buy the property 
unless he has the means. The only good point in the argument 
is that it reveals a defect in the machinery of the Bill. A 
change such as that suggested ought to carry with it the 
devolution of the real property on a real representative corre- 
sponding to the ive. The real representa- 
tive would have a power of sale, and none of the difficulties 
about partition would arise. The House of Lords would have 
done better to give serious attention to the Bill instead of 
rejecting it for the very feeble reasons advanced by Earl Pzncy. 



















Tux Hovss or Lorps have unanimously reversed the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Jizlby v. —— (42 W. R. 514; 1894, 
2 Q. B. 262), and have restored the judgment of the Divisional 
Court (Lord Cotzrmes, C.J., and Day, J.) The decision of the 
Court of Appeal was also unanimous, and thus the two tribu- 
nals are completely at variance as to the legal effect of an ordinary 
hire agreement. By the agreement in question the plaintiff, 
therein called the “owner,” agreed to let to Brewsrer, called 
the “‘ hirer,” a piano. The hirer was to pay a specified “rent 
or hire instalment,” and he entered into various other stipula- 
tions. If he did not perform his part of the agreement the 
owner might terminate the hiring and retake possession of the 
instrument. The hirer, too, might terminate the hiring, but 
otherwise, provided he duly paid the instalments for thirty-six 
months, the piano was to become his sole and absolute property. 
The hirer pledged the piano to the defendants, and the owner 
claimed to recover it from them. The case turned on section 9 
of the Factors Act, 1889, under which a person who has agreed 
to buy goods, and has, with the consent of the seller, obtained 
possession of them, can make a valid disposition of them by 
way of sale or pledge. Had Brewster agreed to buy, or had 7 
he simply agreed to hire? The Court of Appeal held that he 


j 


had agreed to buy, although he had power to determine and 
defeat his contract by returning the piano. The House of Lords 
have held that he had agreed to pire, bat. mith 58.0o6ge SE 
chase. It would be ata emical to discuss now which is the 
fhore correct view, though a decision of Lord Ester, M.R., and 
A. L. Surrn and Davey, L.JJ., cannot be lightly assumed to 
have been wrong. The decision will give renewed security to 
the practice of selling goods on the three years’ system. 














Ir wovutp have been a misfortune if the Court of Appeal had 
not (as reported elsewhere) affirmed Re Hamilton (43 W. R. 461; 





1895, 1 Ch. 373). The whole doctrine of what are usually, but not 
| with great accuracy, called “ precatory”’ trusts, and sometimes, with 
| less accuracy, called “ implied” trusts, had drifted by the jealous 
| anxiety of the Courts of Equity into a most unsatisfactory state, 
| until not very long ago the courts woke up io find that they were 
‘becoming the slaves of cases, decided on the construction of 
| popular language, and were gradually giving loose words all the 

force of technical expressions. The turning-point was reached in 
the case of Lambe v. Eames (19 W. R. 659, L. R. 6 Ch. 597), where 
‘the court was pressed to cut down a gift to a widow “ to be at her 
' disposal in any way she may think best for the benefit of herself 

and family.” Jamxs, L.J., said, “In hearing case after case 
‘cited, I could not help feeling that the officious kindness of the 7 


TE Oa SS ee ae ee ee ee a ee 







tomo Pen, 









18 
ild 


on 
ple | 
be 
mnt 
ole 
on 
id, 
est 
ro- 
the 
6C- 
sed. a4 
nd, 


rty 
ent 


the 
Té- 


ties 
ave 

of 
R0Y. 


n of 
394, 
onal 
the 
ibu- 
ary 
tiff, 
lled 
rent 
ula- 
the 
the 
but 
7-giX 
arty. 
yner 
on 9 
reed 
ined 

a by 
‘had 7 
t he 
and q 
rds 
= | 
the 

, and 
xd to 
ity to 


_ had 
461; 
it not 
















































, with 
salous 
state, 

were 
on of 
ll the 
ned in 
where 
at her 
ierself 
* case 








of the 


June 1, 1895. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. _ 


[Vol 39.] 519 








Court of Chancery in interposing trusts, where in many cases the 
father of the family never meant to create trusts, must have .been 
a very cruel kindness indeed.’ The citation of authorities in 
construing popular language in this class of cases was also 
deprecated by the Privy Council in Mussoorie Bank v. Raynor 
(3L W. R. 17,7 App. C., at p. 332), followed by the Court of 
Appeal in Adams and the Kensington Vestry (32 W.R. 120, 883, 27 
Ch. D. 394), where Cotton, oe said, “ Having regard to the 
later decisions, we must not extend the old cases in any way, or 
rely upon the mere use of any particular words; but, considering 
all the words which are used, we have to see what is their true 
effect, and what was the intention of the testator as expressed in 
his will.” This was followed by Re Diggles (39 Ch. D. 253, 
37 W. R. Dig. 205, C. A.). Now that the principle of decision 
has been so clearly laid down, to the effect that each will must be 
construed by itself, is it too much to ask those responsible for the 
publication of the official reports to stop reporting this class of 
cases? Why was te Hamilton reported? We ourselves 
suppressed it until its publication by the Law Reports obliged 
us to follow suit. 


A pornt of law arising out of circumstances whicli do not often 
occur was decided in Q Neil v. Armstrong, ts § Co. 
(reported elsewhere). The plaintitf had agreed wi e defendants 
to serve on board a gunboat upon a voyage from the Tyne to 
Yokohama, and the agreement did not cover any greater risk than 
that of an ordinary voyage. It appears to have been admitted 
that the master of the vessel was acting in the service of the 
Japanese Government, for whom the gunboat had been built by 
the defendants. In the course of the voyage both the master and 
the crew learnt that war had been declared between China and 
Japan. This event clearly altered the nature of the plaintiff's 
contract: the risk was materially increased, and the voyage had, 
in fact, become illegal: the crew were assisting in the navigation 
of a war vessel of a belligerent Power, and the provisions of the 
Foreign Enlistment Act had become applicable. These facts 
were brought directly to the notice of the master and crew by a 
British officer at Adev, and the plaintiff and other members of 
the crew decided not to proceed at such a risk. The question 
was, whether they were entitled to claim the full wages for which 
they bad contracted to serve for the complete voyage, and 
whether they were entitled to claim general damages as well. 
The court (Lord Russert, CJ., and Cuaries, J.), decided 


in favour of both claims. Unusual as the circumstances 
appeared to be, authority was not wanting upon the 
point of law involved. In Burign v. Pinkerton (L. R. 


2 Ex.»340) a crew had been engaged to navigate a vessel 
to Peru, as for an ordinary commercial voyage; it afterwards 
appeared that hostilities were in progress between that country 
and Spain, and that the vessel in question was carrying war 
material for the benefit of the Peruvian Government, under whose 
directions the master proceeded to act. A member of the crew 
then left the ship, and suffered imprisonment as a Peruvian 
deserter. In an action by him against the master, the latter was 
held liable for breach of contract, the damages to include the 
wages for which the plaintiff had engaged to serve, but not to 
extend to any compensation for the imprisonment and loss of 
clothes which he had suffered on leaving the ship—these matters 
being considered too remote. In the present case, the defendants 
took upon themselves any liability to which the master was 
subject, and the facts, so far as the master was concerned, did 
not materially differ from those upon which Burton vy. Pinkerton 
was decided. The court could not have decided otherwise than 
they did without departing from that authority (of nearly thirty 
years’ standing), nor would a different decision have been in 
accordance with justice and sound law. 





Tue arrrat of the defendants in Strachan v. Universal Stock 
Exchange (Limited) has resulted in an interesting decision on 
section 18 of the Gaming Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict.c. 109). The 
plaintiff had entered into contracts with the defendants for the 


purchase and sale of stocks and shares, which purported to be 
perfectly genuine, and to insure them against loss he had 





deposited with them certain securities. Tho jury held. 4 eo 


O1T ne 














deidous of any such UnTRTANEME-Was Givec, but the agai. 
ence of any such un ven, but ¢ i- 
tude of the dealings the total amount a ok months was some 
2,000,000—and the want of means of the parties to carry out 
the contracts suggested that the formal contracts were a mere 
blind, and the Court_of Appeal had no hesitation in holding 
that there was evidence suflciant to support the verdict ot | 
the jury. But there remain e@ question whether the 
en ad deposited “by way of cover could be made the 
subject of an action, The above section of the Gaming Act 
provides that all contracts by way of gaming and wagering 
shall be null and void, no action can be brought to 
recover any sum of money or valuable thing alleged to 
be won upon a wager, “or which shall have been deposited in 
the hands of any person to abide the event on which any 
wager shall have been made.” It was strongly urged for the 
defendants that the securities had been deposited to abide the 
event of the gambling transactions within this provision, and 
therefore could not be recovered. But the distinction is obvious 
between property which is the subject-matter of the wager, and 
which is deposited to abide the event, ard propert 


y which is not 
connected with the w at all save that it is security for 





payment by the depositor in case he loses. The Court of 
A took this distinction, and held that the oO > 
a rohibit reco in the former case. e result was 

a on lay, and sin @ sec held to secure 


performance of a contract which was null and void—in other 
words, to secure a debt which did not exist—they were ordered 
to be given up to the plaintiff. 





IN TRE CASE of n v. Kerr (reported elsewhere) the v 
Divisional Court had to construe thé words “ stable belonging t> 
and occupied with a dwelling-house” in Schedule B, ruie 2, of 48 
Geo. 3, c. 55. The question, which came before the court on a 
special case stated by the Inland Revenue Commissioners, was 
whether the apyellant was liable to be charged with inhabited 
house Cuty in respect of certain training stables occupied by A 

m. in determining t question the court had to consider 
whether the stables belonged to and were occupied with a certain 
lodge in which the appellant’s “ head lad” resided, within the 
meaning of the above-mentioned rule. It was argued that where 
you have a large stable used for the business of training race- 
horses, the stable could not be said to belong to and to be 
occupied with a lodge, which was, in fact, merely an accessory to 
the stable. The words in the rule, it was contended, were only 
intended to apply to the ordinary case of a dwelling-house with a 
stable for the use of the inhabitants of the house. At first sight, 
this construction of the rule would seem to be correct, but, in the 
case in question, some stable boys had their sleeping quarters 
over one part of the stables, and this fact, in the opinion of the 
learned judges, shewed that the stable and the lodge were occupied 
together, and used for one common purpose. The court, there- 
fore, came to the conclusion that the case came within the rule. 
There is authority for this decision in a Scotch ease of Cheape 
v. Kimmint (16 Sc. L. R. 103). In that case, the premises con- 
sisted of the kennels of a hunt, and the dwelling-houses of the 
huntsman and whip, and the court held that the whole premises 
were rightly charged with inhabited house duty. 


















The me of the law library of the late Lord Coleridge, Lord Ohief 
Justice of England, took at Meesrs. H "s rooms, Chancery- 
lane, last week, and excited considerable interest. Among the im t 
lots may be mentioned Common Bench rts, New vols. 


(£32) ; Bligh’s New Reports of Cases in the House of Lords. . 1 to 10 
(£22); Clark’s House of Lords Cases, 12. vols. (620) ; Manning and 
Ryland’s Reports, 5 vols. (£14); V. mage eg Cases in the High Vourt 
of Admiralty (£11); Law Reports in all with Statutes, from 
the commencement to 1894, 242 vols. and 69 parts ; E. F. Moore's 
Reports of Cases before the Privy Council, 15 vols., the New Seriee, 
6 vols. (£33 10s.) ; Saunders and Cole's Bail Court 2 vole., 1847-9 . 
(£10); and Maynard’s Year- temp. Edward II. te Henry Vill, 


Books, 
black letter, 11 parte in 10, 1678-80 (£12 10s.) 
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EXIT THE ONE-MAN COMPANY. 

Ir there be anything in a name, the combination of “‘ Aaron” and 
“Solomon ”’ means the greatest of magicians and the wisest of 
men. But when Mr. Anon Satomon turned himself into a limited 
company, his wisdom became as limited as bis liability. His 
power as a magician, however, remained unlimited; for he created 
a monster, which not only devoured himself, but has blown into 
the air, helter-skelter, a whole mass of judicial decisions, legal 
principles, and Acts of Parliament. For destructive energy 
Aaron’s rod cannot vie with Aron’s company. This is the first 
impression which will be received from a perusal of the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal in Broderip y. A. Salomon & Co. 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere). 

Mr. Aron SaLomon was a wholesale and export boot manufac- 
turer, of Whitechapel, and was minded, like hundreds of other busi- 
ness men, to turn his business into a private limited company, of 
which the shareholders were to be members of his own family. 
Being so minded, he, or his advisers, studied the Companies Acts 
to such good purpose that judges and counsel in two courts can 
detect no flaw in the constitution. The number of shareholders 
was, and is, sufficient; an agreement was correctly made and 
afiopted, shares and debentures were properly allotted and issued, 
a register of mortgages kept, and every requirement of the Acts 
scrupulously complied with. No shareholder has any complaint, 
and no misfeasance against the company is alleged. Everything 
went well until, after a debenture holder’s action, the company 
came to be wound up. Then an irate liquidator discovered that 
there were not sufficient assets to meet the debentures, and that, 
turn where he would, he was met by the ubiquitous Aron. 
Aron held all the debentures. Aron held, and claimed to 
hold a3 fully-paid up, 20,001 out of the 20,007 shares issued ; 
while his wife, daughter, and sons held the odd half-dozen. There 
was no fund for the liquidator’s costs, much less for the creditors. 
Still the machinery was perfect—a duly incorporated company 
under Act of Parliament with limited liability. The courts have 
so held, and, notwithstanding timid suggestions about a possible 
sctre facias, the judgment proceeds upon that footing. 

Now, we have long been taught that if the enactments of the 
Legislature produce results which are incongruous or unsatis- 
factory, it is for the Legislature to find a remedy. No doubt we 
have admired in the past the creators of judge-made law—Lord 
NotrisGHam in equity, Lord Mansrretp in commercial law, 
and others. But that to make law is not now the province of judges 
is impressed upon us noi only by jurisprudents like Marne, but by 
dozens of decisions by judges reported every year in the reports. 
Again, not only by teachers of economics, but by a series of 
judicial decisions, we have learned that creditors must look after 
their own interests: that those who deal with limited companies 
must examine their statutory documents, the memorandum and 
articles of association, the registers of shareholders and mortgages, 
the documents filed —or take the consequences. There is no doubt 
that thirty or even twenty years ago these principles would have 
held sway, and the creditors would have been told that their 
own imprudence was to blame, and that the remedy, if any, was 
with Parliament. 

But since that time a great wave of paternal legislation has 
come over the country, showing itself in officialism and in- 
terference of every sort. And now, under the influence of 
high indignation, it has invaded the bench, and swept the 
judges off their heads and heels. The security offered by the 
Legislature is useless, they hold, because it is not “ the habit of 
business men ’’ to inspect the register of mortgages. But they will 
not wait for a remedy from Parliament—perbaps, because it is 
occupied, lil:e the creditors, in “ ploughing the sands.” So they 
provide a new remedy. First, they restrict the companies which 
ought to be incorporated under the Acts to those which consist of 
‘seven independent bond fide members, with a miud and will of 
their own.”’ Where one man has the control, the company must 
be regarded as “a corporation, but a corporation created for an 
illegitimate purpose.” Then some remedy must be found. No 
remedy hitherto applied was available. Lord Justice LinpLey 
went through them seriatim, and found them all inapplicable, 
with the possible exception of a scire facias, which was not 
available in these proceedings. 
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company was formed was in every respect perfect’’; but it is a 
scandal. So a remedy is devised by declaring the company a 
trustee for the founder against his will, and with the sole 
object of declaring him liable to indemnify his trustee against 
liabilities incurred by him in carrying on the business, 
In other words, he is to pay indirectly the debts for which 
it is formally decided that he cannot be sued directly. The 
result is to add to the “ objects” of the memorandum another, 
viz., “to act as trustee for the vendor, and to be indemnified by 
him in all transactions of the company.” And where is this to 
end? Is not the same article in effect added to the “ objects” 
of every small company, written indeed in invisible ink, but 
liable to come to light in the heat of a winding up, when the 
court shall decide that all seven subscribers of the memorandum 
were not “ independent members with a mind and will of their 
own.’ Nor can the principle, if sound, be confined to one- 
man companies. If two, three, or more partners in a business 
sell jt to a company in which they keep the controlling power 
xy themselves and their friends, will not the same reasoning 
apply? The bulk of the debentures, shares, and voting power is 
sire to be with them, and the other members might be called 
“dummies’’ by a judge in a hurry, and thereupon the company 
becomes * incorporated for an illegitimate purpose.’”’ Again, why 
should this sort of principle stop here? The Legislature, no doubt, 
contemplated in a benevolent way that businesses transferred 
to companies should be sound commercially. May not the mere 
fact that a company does not pay dividends be held to raise a 
presumption that it was“ incorporated for an illegitimate purpose,” 
and must be indemnified by the vendors ? 

Possibly it might conduce to commercial honesty if these modi- 
fications of limited liability were sanctioned by the Legislature. 
But that has not been done. The misfortune of judicial legislation 
of this sort is its uncertainty. Ina few years hence, other judges 
may arise, who know not Aron, and who, aghast at the responsi- 
bilities he will have thrust upon them, will “distinguish” him out 
of existence. Until that time, consternation and uncertainty will 
reign in legal and commercial spheres. Mr, Aron SALomon 
may well forget his own misfortunes in the disturbance he will 
have produced. 


































DISABILITIES OF THE OWNER OF LAND REGISTERED 
UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1875, 


Wuitz a somewhat fierce combat is waging on the subject of 
land transfer, most of the questions under discussion, important 
as they are, are questions as to procedure only. Whether the 
formal transfer of the ownership of land is to be made by 
delivery of possession—i.¢., by a feoffment, by a deed, or by an 
entry in a register—is merely a question of procedure. It may 
be argued that either of these methods of conveying land is 
cheaper or gives less facilities of fraud than the other, but no 
principle of law is involved in the adoption of either of them, 


A man may consider it expedient to render the transfer of 
land easy and cheap, yet he may consider it inexpedient to adopt 
either of these schemes for the purpose of carrying out his 
wishes. Again he may wish to give facilities to enable the 
parties to deal with their land in any manner allowed by law, 
or he may endeavour to throw impediments in the way, without 
absolutely prohibiting dealings in some of these methods. The 
question whether such restrictions are expedient is a very 
different question from the question what is the best method of 
transferring the land ; yet they are often confounded. We do 
not propose in this article to discuss the burning questions 
whether registration of title ought to be made compulsory, or 
whether, granting that it ought, the scheme contained in the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, is the best that can be propounded ; 
both of which questions are mere questions as to procedure ; 
we intend, on the other hand, to discuss the changes in substan- 
tive law introduced by that Act. 

We cannot help thinking that some of these changes were 
made without much consideration, possibly under the erroneous 
belief that they were essential to registration of title. We may 
also observe that if these changes are beneficial they ought to 
be extended to all land, not merely to land the title to which is 
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registered, or (if we may coin a convenient phrase) to registered 
ak The yA at in the law made as to registered land ar 
be divided into two classes: First, Changes in the law whi 

hamper, without absolutely prohibiting, many ordinary dealings 
with land. Secondly, Changes in the law which offend against 
the fundamental rule of English law that possession is primd 
facie evidence of ownership. - 

It would be impossible with the time at our disposal, and, we 
may add, with our limited knowledge of the practice of the 
Land Registry Office, to discuss all the cases in which the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, hampers ordinary dealings with land ; in 
order to do so it would be necessary to consider with care all the 
precedents contained in Prideaux or in Key & Elphinstone, 
and to ascertain in each case how the interest taken by the 
parties could, or indeed whether it could, be registered, a task 
which would be very laborious, and whick could not be done 
effectually without the aid of some person perfectly familiar with 
the practice of the Land Registry. We will, however, discuss 
a few cases of common occurrence. 

The Land Transfer Act, 1875, provides, section 83 (2), that : 

‘“No person shall be registered as proprietor of an undivided 
share in any land or charge.’’ 

Let us consider the effect of this. A man by his will gives 
‘‘all my property to my children in equal shares.” There is 
nothing immoral or contrary to the policy of the law in his 
doing so, in fact this is in substance, though not in form, the 
will usually made by persons of the middle class. No child can 
be registered as owner of his undivided share. The registrar is 
to select the person who is to be registered as proprietor. True 
it is that there is an appeal to the court from his decision 
(section 41), but the court has no power to place a child on the 
register in respect of his share. A child is deprived of his 
common law right of dealing with his share. He can only 
create equitable interests in it; those equitable interests can 
only be protected by cautions or restrictions. The result will be, 
Jirst, that he will have great difficulties in dealing with his 
share, either on sale or by way of mortgage; and, secondly, that 
whenever any child deals with his share, the fact of his so doing 
will become known to the other children. Now our experience 
is that, even in those families who live in the utmost harmony, 
one member of the family does not always wish the others to 
know his affairs. We cannot help thinking that this provision 
will give rise to many a family quarrel. 

It may be objected that the form of will usually adopted 
where land is intended to be divided is a devise to trustees on 
trust for sale, and that, therefore, the trustees will be registered. 
We admit the truth of this statement; but it must be remem- 
bered that, under the ordinary law, the children can, and often 
do, elect to take their shares as land, and that, if they do so, 
they can call upon the trustees to convey to them. If the land 
is registered the trustees cannot convey a share to each child. 
Probably they may convey to the children as joint proprietors 
under section 69, if the registrar allows it to be done; but even 
if he allows it, all the inconveniences that we have pointed out 
will remain. Similar remarks apply to the case of persons who 
take as co-parceners or heirs in gavelkind. 

It appears to us that there is no possible reason for imposing 
this very vexatious restriction on dealings with land by tenants 
in common or co-parceners. We can see no reason for prevent- 
ing people from being tenants in common; indeed, we may 
point out that a large and influential part of the ree geom ws 
in favour of a change in the law of inheritance which would, in 
effect, make land devolve, in case of intestacy, on all the 
children as tenants in common, and we can hardly sup that 
it is intended that, if the land was regi d, they chould be 
unable to deal with their shares. veyances by and to 
tenants in common cannot be rare, as there are six precedents 
of this nature in Prideaux and eight in Key & Elphinstone. 


—— the Land Transfer Act, 1875, provides (section 83 (2) ) 


“A number of s exceeding the prescribed number shall not be 
registered as seunilotens of the same land or charge; and if the number 


of persons shewing title exceeds such preacribed number, such of them, not 


It is the practice, in the case of the purchase of land for the 
site of a Nonconformist chapel, to take the conveyance in the 
names of a large number of trustees. There are two reasons 
for this: first, having a large number of trustees saves the 
expense of often appointing new trustees ; and, secondly, it is 
sometimes expedient to appoint particular persons as trustees, 
not that they are likely to take an active part in the — 
ment of the trust, but that they are persons of influence in the 
neighbourhood, and it is wished to shew that they take an 
interest in the cha Now, if only the prescribed number can 
be registered, it will follow that, unless that number is very 
expense will be incurred owing to the necessity of making a 
fresh entry on the register on the death of the survivor of the 

istered proprietors. 

he extreme inconvenience of this ision appears where 
there are a great number of tenants in common who distrust 
each other, but are to be registered under section 69. Each 
objects to the other being registered, and wishes to be regis- 
tered himself; the registrar is to decide who is to be registered ; 
in other words, he is made a judge in a matter of great import- — 
ance, and we may add of great delicacy. 

Why should there be any restriction on the number of persons 
to be registered as proprietors? There really is nothing im- 
moral in having a large number of trustees or in being one of 
many tenants in common. 

Owing to the difficulty of enforcing covenants to keep up 
boundary fences, to repair roads, and the like, contained in 
conveyances in fee of land for building, it is the practice to 
insert in the conveyance a pr of re-entry, limited as regards 
perpetuities, on breach of covenant. There appears to be no 
power to register a conveyance containing a power of this 
nature, or more ay the conveyance can be registered, but 
not the power. ere may be a difference of opinion as to the 
propriety of allowing a provision of this nature to be inserted 
in a conveyance, but it really is absurd to allow it in the case of 
non-registered land, but not in the case of registered land. 

It is by no means clear that a tenant in tail can be registered 
assuch. It may be objected that every tenant in tail ia posses- 
sion bars his estate tail. But this is not always the case. It 
must be remembered that a tenant in tail has the powers of a 
tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, and that, therefore, 
it is sometimes convenient for him not to bar his estate tail, in 
order that he may remain able to convey the land under the 
statutory power to a purchaser free from . 

Difficulties also occur in annexing restrictive covenatits to 
registered land, otherwise than on a sale; and it is by no means 
clear that mines can be separated from the surface after first 
istration. 

all the cases we have mentioned the position of the land- 
owner will differ according as the land is om or not. We 
are at a loss to see why this difference is made. If it is contrary 
to ——— of the law to allow a man to divide his land between 
his children, do not carry this policy into effect by merely ham 
ing the children and preventing them from ing with thei 
shares freely, but provide boldly that no whether his land 
is registered or not, shall divide it. If, on the other hand, the 
true policy is either to encourage, or at all events to allow, a 
man to act in this manner, do not, merely because the land is 
registered, impose difficulties with regard to the manner in which 
the children deal with their shares. 

At present there is but a small gates of registered land, 
and therefore the difficulties we have pointed out have not 
attracted much notice, but if ion becomes compulsory 
the matter will become very different. As the Land Transfer 
Bill, 1895, is drawn, where an Order in Council is made declaring 
registration of title on sale to be compulsory, no person is to 
acquire the legal estate in freeholds on sale unless and until he 
is registered as proprietor. The uence will be that it will 
be impossible for the owner of an ed share to sell it or 


mortgage it, owing to the impossibility of his conveying the legal 
estate. 








At the North London Police-court, on the 25th ult., Mr. Paul Taylor, 
the sow mnstospaiiion aelien , sat with Mr. Lane 





exceeding the prescribed number, as may be upon, or as the 
ne rr n case of difference d > be as pro- 


It has now been decided that Mr. Paul 
North London, while Mr. Lane will go 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Wuitson VACATION, 1895. 
Notice. 
4/7 There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

Mr. Justice Cave will act as Vacation Judge and sit in Queen’s 
Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, June 5th, and Mr. Justice 
Kennedy on Friday, June 7th. 

On other days during the Whitsun Vacation applications in urgent 
matters may be made to the Lord Chief Justice of England on the 
South-Eastern Circuit, whose address can be obtained at the Chan- 

Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice. 

very urgent matters the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
Lord Chief Justice by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by 
office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also 
by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an enve- 
lope, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :— 
” ancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy 
of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Lord Chief Justice will be returned to the 








WINDING UP JURISDICTION. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Saturday, the 25th day of May, 1895. 

Whereas, by the order dated the 26th day of March, 1892, it was 
ordered that on and after the 6th day of May, 1892, the jurisdiction 
of the High Court under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
should until further order be exercised by the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams (sitting and acting for the purpose of the exercise 
of such jurisdiction as an additional judge of the Chancery Division), 
and that the said judge should on and after the day aforesaid and 
until further order be the judge of the High Court assigned for 
the p of the exercise of that jurisdiction, pursuant to the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. And whereas certain actions 
brought against companies the winding up of which is proceeding 
before the said judge have by subsequent orders been transferred 
and assigned to the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams as such 
edditional judge of the Chancery Division. And whereas it is 
desirable that provision should be made for the exercise of such 
jurisdiction and dealing with such actions as aforesaid by another 
y of the Chuncery Division, during the absence on circuit of the 

id Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, commencing on the 28th May, 
1895. Now I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several 
causes and matters assigned or to be assigned to tho said Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams as such additional judge be transferred and 
assigned to Mr. Justice Romer during such absence, and I do also 
order that such of the said causes and matters as remain undisposed 
of on the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams resuming his sittings 
after such circuit be, except as to any applications which may have 
been partly dealt with by Mr. Justice Romer, re-transferred (without 
further order) to the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. And this 
order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several 
offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 

HERSCHELL, C, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
TAUNTON v. SHERIFF OF WARWICKSHIRE—No. 2, 25th May. 


Company — Denenture — Fioatinc Securrry — Execution Creprror — 
Appointment or Recertver rerore SALE COMPLETED. 


Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., reported 1895, 1 Ch. 734. The 
plaintiffs in this action were the holders of debentures in the Birmingham 
oo Co. (Limited) which were dated the 14th of June, 1892. The 
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harged. the 9tir-or February, 1595, the King’s Norton Meta 0. 
recovered judgment — the Birmingham Ammunition Co. for £51 12s., 
and 4 0 se pte =e | Papen under this judgment was levied 
on chattels of the company at its registered office. O 

as — pany reg in the 
debenture-holders, commenced an action against the company for the 
enforcement of their security and the appointment of a receiver. Notice 
of this action was given to the sheriff and the solicitors to the King’s 


Norton Metal Co. On the 2list of Februar 
having arcertained on the 20th of February th 


| 


created a floating security and were not to hinder any dealings | 
any in the course of its business with j ry | 


February the plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and all other | ment with such modifications, i 


sell the goods on the following day, issued the writ in the present action 
claiming an injunction to restrain the sheriff from selling, and Stirling, 












offizer, 

fie ‘sale. nh the meantime, , the sherif 

called upon the plaintiffs’ solicitor, and the latter had handed to him 
£70 5s. 6d., with a letter in the following terms :—*‘ Referring to the 
£70 5s. 6d. paid to you herein under protest, the amount is paid on 
behalf of my clients the debenture-holders, the owners of the goods and 
effects seized by you in this execution, and I hereby give you notice on 
their behalf not to part with the money, and I also hereby require you to 
forthwith issue interpleader summons in respect thereof. The payment is 
made without prejudice to any rights or remedies that my clients may 
have in consequence of the threatened sale for compensation or other- 
wise.’ The sheriff’s officer then gave instructions that the sale should 
not be proceeded with, and it accordingly did not take place. On 


22nd of February a receiver was appointed in the dchantann-Saitar 
wee To save hs costs of al mnteopleader issue the King’s Norton 
etal Co. were made defendants to the action for an injunction, and the 


question as to who was entitled to the money in the sheriff’s bands was 
decided upon the motion for an injunction treated as the trial of the 
action. Kekewich, J, held that the equity of the debenture-holders was 
not displaced, and that the sheriff must pay the money to the receiver. 
The King’s Norton Metal Co. appealed, and contended that the plaintiffs’ 
equitable charge had not been perfected in the only effective way—viz., 
by the appointment of a receiver—until too late. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorzs, and Kay, LJJ.), without calling upon 
the counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Linpvuey, L.J., after stating the facts, suid that the cardinal point in 
the case was that the goods had never been sold. It was impossible to 
mistake the meaning of the payment of the £70 5s. 6d. by the plaintiffs’ 
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could be determined : aterpl ader issue. @ question was, Wid 
were the parties en ; at were the rights of the debenture- 
holders? They certainly had an equitable charge, and that involved a 
right in equity, when the money Became due, 3 A point a receiver. If 
{Pat Tight was exerted before the goods were 60 was the duty of the 
va (Limited) (39 W. R. 705; 1891, 1 Ch. 627). 
But it was said that before a receiver was appointed the execution creditor 
had a right to have the property sold. as that so? What could the 
court have done in deciding the interpleader issue? The court must have 
waited to see the result of the debenture-holders’ action. In his lordship’s 
view the debenture-holders had exerted their rights in time. Kekewich, 
J., had taken the right view, the key to the case 
was inted before the property was sold.—UounsgEL, Ryland; T. B. 
Napier ; Macaskic and 5. degr Sorrcrrors, Belfrage § Co., for Reece § 
Harris, Birmingham; Barlow § James, for P. M. Butlin, Birmingham; 
Taylor, Hoare, § Pilcher, for Richard Child Heath, Warwick. 
(Reported by Annoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 


sheriff not to sell: Re 





BRODERIP v. A. SALOMON & CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 28th May. 


LimitED CoMpANY—SALE oF Business To “‘ PRIVATE” COMPANY FOR 
BENEFIT OF ONE MAN—INDEMNITY TO COMPANY IN RESPECT OF 
Dests or CoMpANY--PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 


Appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (reported ante, p. 285). 
The facts of the case, as stated by Lindley, L.J., in his judgment, were as 
follows :—Mr. Aron Salomon carried on business as a leather merchant and 
hide factor and wholesale and export boot manufacturer and Government 
contractor in Whitechapel. He was desirous of forming a company to take 
over this business, and on July 20th, 1892, an agreement was entered into 
with a trustee for the intended company. By this agreement the trustee 
agreed to bay the goodwill of the business for £7,500, to be paid for by the 
company when formed in fully paid-up shares. The fixtures, fittings, and 
effects were to be bought for £6,000, which was also to be paid for in fully 
paid-up shares. The stock-in-trade was to be bought for £16,000, to be paid 
partly ia shares and partly in cash or debentures. The bills in hand and 
book debts were also to be purchased by the company at the figures at which 
they stood in the balance-sheet made out by the vendor on May 31st, 1892. 
These figures amounted t» £6,782 19s. 7d. ; this sum was to be paid in cash. 
The company was further to pay £2,500 in fully paid-up shares for the lea-es 
of the property on which the business was carried on. The vendor, on his 
part, agreed not to carry on business for ten years as a wholesale and boot 
export manufacturer within twenty miles of these premises. The vendor 
further agreed to pay and discharge all the debts and liabilities of the 
business subsisting on June Ist, 1892, from which time the purchase 
was to take effect. It was to be completed on August 4th, 1892. In 


framing this agreement and in arriving at the sums to be paid by 
the company Tor Mr. Aron Selomon’s business, noone acted on behalf 
ot The prOpOSST catipay Mr. Aron Salomon’s books were made up by 
an accountant employed by him ; no one else had anything to do with the 


matter ; and he, in fact, settled the figures and dictated the terms which are 
to be found in the agreement. The prices which the company was to pay 
were considerably higher than the amounts appearing in the balance-sheet. 
On July 28th, 1892, the company was formed in order to carry out this agree- 
any, as might be agreed to, and to acquire 
and carry on Mr. Aron Salomon’s business. He was the promoter of the 














company. He and his wife and daughter and four 80 oran- 
Tum of association. 


the plaintiffs’ solicitor, | divided into 40,000 shares of £1 each. 


The nominal capital of the company was £40,000 
ig wilt ildron held one share 
at the sheriff intended to ' each, He signed the memorandum in res of one share only; but he 


solicitor. That sum was not the price of the goods, but the amount of 
the judgment and costs, and was lodged gts of the parties 
D the A 


J., granted an ex parte injunction extending over the following day. «, 
Notice of this injunction was sent by telegram to the honttt 5 
b_ did not e 
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being that the receiver } 
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roe subsequently acquired 20,000 other shares. No one else ever had any share | joint stozk or ca But the Legislature never conten On 
ane it y. By the articles of association each member was entitled to | of limited 1 sole traders or to a fewer number th n 
Ti’ s one vote for every share held by him. By another article thie first directors | trath, the Legislata early intended hed sey anything of the kind, for 
= were to be nominated by a majority of the subscribers to the memorandum of | section 48 takes away the pulvllegee conf by the Act from those members 
iad association. The directors had the usual general powers of management, | of limited companies who allow such st See on business with less 
him with large powers of borrowing money and with an express power to issue | than sev.n members; and by section 79 the reduction of the number of 
the debentures for any debts of the company. At board meetings questions were | members below seven is a ground Tor winding up the company. Although 
| on to be decided by a majority of votes, but in the event ofan equality of’ votes ( in_the present case there w bers, yé ut i 
and the chairman had a second or casting vote. On August 2nd, 1892, the e oO _enabie the sevent 
_ om subscribers to the memorandum of association met and appointed Mr, Aron ~_ The object 0 
= t Salomon and his two sons—Emsnuel Salomon and Salomon Salomon—to be 8 arrange 0 he very thing which the» Legis- 
nt is the first directors. Mr. Aron Salomon was appointed managing director at a | lature intended not to be done; and, ingenious as the scheme is, it 
may salary of £500 a year. The salaries of the two sons were £148 a/ cannot have the effect desired so long as the law remains unalfered. 
her- year each. On tho same day the three directors then appointed | This was evidently the view taken by } mee Williams, J, The incor- 
ould met. Mr. Aron Salomon was appointed chairman, and another of his | poration of the company cannot be disputed. (Seo section 18 of the 
the sons, Mr. Asher Salomon, was appointed secretary: two directors were | Companies Act, 1862.) Whether by an ceeding in the nature of a seire 
ler’s to form a quorum, The agreemest for the acquisition by the company of Mr. | facias the court could set aside the certificate of incorporation is a question 
rton Il Aron Salomon’s business was adopted. It was further resolved that the stock- | Which has never been considered, and on which I express no opiaion ; but, be 
| the in-trade should be taken at the price of £16,000, and be paid for as to £6,000 | that as it may, in such an action as this the validity of the certificate cannot 
was in cash, and as to £10,000 in debentures, tearing interest at 5 per cent., and | be impeached. The copa pant, therelore, be regarded _as a corporation, 
the payable at the end of six years unless p-eviously redeemed by the company. | but as a corporatid 0 —e ma pp. oreover, there 
was It was also resolved that a cheque for £6,782 19s. 7d. should be drawn in | bfVing always been se ‘ igh six of them hold only one £1 
ver. favour of Mr. Aron Salomon for the bills in hand and book debts, and that, | share each, Mr. Aron Salomon cannot be reached under section 48, to which 
iff’ upon his executing a declaration of trust of the leases of his business premises, | I have already alluded. As the company must be recognized as a corporation 
viz., £2,500 cash should be paid to him. It was also resolved to issue seven shares | I feel a ar in saying that the company did not carry on business as a 
to the seven subscribers of the memorandum of association. On August [2th, | principal, and that the debts and liabilities contracted in its name are not 
pon 1sd2—WToPMaT Apresment Tor the aoyaisition oF The Business was executed by | enforceable against it in its corporate capacity. But it does not follow that 
Mr. Aron Salomon and the company. On September 5th, 1892, debentures | the order made by Vaughan Williams, J., is wrong. A person may carry on 
t in were sealed and ordered to be given to Mr. Aron Salomon, and oa the same | bosiness as a principal and incur debts and liabilities as such and yet be 
le to day 20,000 shares were allotted to him upon his application. The debentures | entitled to be indemnified a those debts and liabilities by the person for 
iffs’ here referred to, appear to have been issued to him on January 26th, 1893, | whose benefit he carries on the business. The company in this case has been 
it of but to have been cancelled on Febraary 3rd, 1893, and instead thereof deben- | regarded by Vanghan Williams, J., as the agent of Aron Salomm. I shoald 
Ties | tures to the extent of £10,000 were sealed and issued to Mr. Edmund Broderip, | rather liken the company to a trastee for him—a trastee improperly 
WIT asa security for £5,000 lent by him to Aron Salomon, but which Aron Salomon | brought into existence by him to enable him to do what the statute 
ure- himself lent to the company at 10 per cent. interest. Mr. Broderip, not being | prohibits. It is manifest that the other members of the company 
od a able to get paid interest upon his Saentenn gave notice requiring payment ly i on 
If { of the principal, and on October 11th, 1893, he brought an action for the ny, and TO use 
the usual relief. This led to a winding-up petition, and on October 26th, 1893, liability. 5 view of the case is quite tonsi 
327). an order to wind up the company was made. Mr. Broderip had been piid off , ‘Cy (1895, 1 Ch, 674). In a strict legal sense the 
litor by the company, and the £10,000 debentures issued to him were claimed. by SS ay hav e regarded as the business of the company, but if any 
| the Mr. Aron Salomon to be a first charge in his favour to the extent of £5,000 | jury were asked, Whose business was it ? they would say Aron Salomon’s, and 
nave and interest on the assets of the company. The unsecured debts of the com- | they would be right, if they meant that the beneficial interest ia the business 
\ip’s pany amounted to over £11,000, and there was an estimated deficiency of | was his, I do not go so far as to say that the creditors of the company could 
ich, assets of over £8,000. The company, however, by its liquidator, impeached | sue him. In my opinion, they.can only reach him through the compe 
iver / the validity of these debentures, and sought to set aside the agreement | Moreover, Mr. Aron Salomon’s liability to indemnify the company in th 
ep 3 under which the company acquired Aron Salomon’s business and to compel | case is, in my view, the legal consequence of the formation of the company 
ece § him to refand to the company £29,257 which he had received in cash from | in order to attain a result not permitted by law. The liability does not arise 
am ; the comp ny under that agreement, or, in the alternative, the company, by | simply from the fact that he holds nearly all the shares in the company. A 
its liquidator, sought to have it declared that Aron Salomon was bound to | man may do that and yet be under no such liability as Mr. Aron Salomon has 
indemnify the company against its debts and liabilities upon the ground that | come under. His liability rests on the purpose for which he formed the 
the business carried on by the company was really his business carried on by | company and on the way he formed it, and on the use -he made of it. 
him in itsname. This latter view was adopted by Vaughan Williams, J. | There are many small companies which will be quite unaffected by this 
: against whose decision the present appeal was Lrought. The arrangement | decision. But there may possibly be some which, like this, are mere devi 
gee which the company and Mr. Salomon undertook to carry out by the formal | to enable a man to carry on trade with limited liability, to incur debts in the 
sd agreement of August 2nd, 1892, was based upon the preliminary agreement of | name of a registered company, and to sweep off the company’s assets by 
July 20th, 1892, and except in one respect the two agreements were alike, | means of debentures which he has caused to be issued to himself in order to 
285). By the preliminary agreement of Jaly 20th, 1892, however, payment for most | defeat the claims of those who have been incantious en: to trade with the 
re as of the assets to be taken by the company was to be made in fully paid-up | company without perceiving the trap which he has laid for them. It is idle 
and shares, This was modified by the formal agreement of August 2nd, 1892, into | to say that persons dealing with companies are protected by section 43 of the 
nent payment in cash and debentures. The effect was to avoid the necessity of | Companies Act, 1862, which requires a of limited companies to be 
take registering any agreement for the issue of shares as fully paid-up as required | registered and entitles creditors to inspect the register. It is only when a 
into J by the Companies Act, 1875. The values set_by Mr. Aron leon un_hig | creditor begins to fear he may not be paid that he thinks of looking at the 
istee u | assets were not examined or checkd by any one on behalf of the company | register ; and until a person is a creditor he has no right of inspection. Asa 
the | after tts formation any more than before. ‘The liquidator alleged that tho matter of fact, persons do not ask to see m rs before they deal 
and values we © high, and were £8,000 or so higher than those shown in | with limited companies, and this is ectly we: known to every one 
fully Mr. Aron Salomon’s own balance-sheet of May 31st, 1892. With t to | acquainted with the actual working of the Companies Acts and the habits of 
paid the 20,000 shares allotted to Mr. Aron Salomon, he contended that he had | business men. Mr. Aron Salomon and his advisers, who wore evidently very 
and ng for them, although no call was ever made upon him in respect of them. | shrewd people, were fully alive to this circumstance. If the ture thinks 
hich he liquidator, on the other hand, claimed £20,000 from Mr. Aron Salomon | it right to extend the principle of limited liability to sole ers it will no 
892. in respect of those shares. It was contended for the appellant that a person | doubt do so, with such safe if any, as it may think necessary, 
ash. was entitled to trade with limited liability ; there was nothing in any Act of | But until the law is chan such ~ gt, “aoe these ought to be defeated 
a eS ; Parliament to prevent this, so long as all the provisions of the Acts had been | whenever they are brought to light, They do infinite mischief ; they bring 
1 his complied with. The Companies Act nowhere provided that any of the | into disrepute one of the most useful statutes of modern times by perverting 
boot signatories to the memorandum of association should hold more than one | its legitimate use, and by making it an instrament for cheating honest 
ndor share. Even supposing there were seven members only, and six of them | creditors. Mr, Aron Salomon’s scheme is_a device to defraud credi 
the were trustees for the seventh, the Act plainly allowed it, whether it contem- reeing, as o in su ms, J., o not 
hase plated such a state of things or not. The creditors undoubtedly gave credit | think it necessary to investigate the question whether the so-called sale of 
In to the corporation, whose circumstances could have been discovered at the business to the company ought to be set aside. The only object of 
by Somerset House. As between the company and the corporators equitable { setting it aside is to obtain assets wherewith to pay the creditors, and this 
half rights must be disregarded. On the other hand it was contended that the | object can be attained on sound — principles by the order which he has 
» by question was one of tact ; was not the sale an absolute sham? The judge | made. In the event, however, of case going er, I will add that I 
the below found so on the facts. It was really Aron Salomon carrying on his | regard the so-calle1 sale of the business to the company’as s mere sham, 
| are own business under the alias of the limited company. The point was one | and that in my opinion it might, if n , be set aside by the company 
pay of principal and agent and not corporator and corporation. in the interest of its itors, although the shareho’ as 
eet. LixpiEy, L.J., read a judgment in which he set out the facts at length, | they were, knew of and assented to the t. They were simply 
gree- and continued :—I proceed to examine the legal aspect of this case, which is | assisting Mr. Aron Salomon .to carry out his scheme. I cannot d the 
juire one of great general importance. There can be no doubt that in this case | British Scamle. r Box Co.'s case (29 W. R. 690, 17 Ch. D. 467) 
_the an attempt has been use the machinery of the Companies Act, 1862, | as ‘authority aga such a transaction. We have 
ran- or @ purpose for which it was never intended. @ re m carefully considered the proper form of order to be made on this appeal, 
000 the-eneonrigement of trade by enabling a comparatively small anem o of | and the order of the court will be as follows. This court, of opinion 
hare persons—viz., not less than seven—to carry on business with a limited joint | that the formation of the company, the agreement of August, 1 and the 
; he stock or capital, and without the risk of liability beyond the loss of such | issue of debentures to Aron Salomon pur-uant to such agreement were & mere 
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scheme to enable him to carry on business in the name of the company with 
limited liability, contrary to the true intent and meaning of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and, further, to enable him to obtain a preference over other 
creditors of the company by procuring a first charge on the assets of the 
company by means of such debentures, dismiss the appeal of Aron Salomon 
with costs; and, it being nnnecessary to make any order on the liquidator’s 
cross-notice of appeal, discharge the order directing the liquidator to pay 
costs of the counter-claim and give him those costs. 

Lopgs, L.J.—This is a case of very great importance, and I wish shortly to 
state my reasons for concurring in the judgment just delivered. I do not 
propose to restate the facts so fully and so clearly detailed by Lindley, L.J. 
I shall content myself with shortly stating the impression they have produced 
on my mind. The incorporation of the company was perfect, the machinery 
by which it wos formed was in every respect perfect, every detail had been 
observed ; but, notwithstanding, the business was, in truth and in fact, the 
business of Aron Salomon ; he had the beneficial interest in it ; the company 
was a mere nominis umbra, under cover of which he carried on his business 
as before, securing himself against loss by a limited liability of £1 per share, 








'| all of which shares he practically possessed, and obtaining a priority over the 


unsecured creditors of the company by the cebeutures of which he 
had constituted himself the holder. It would be lamentable if a 
scheme like this could not be defeated. If we were to permit 
it to succeed, we should be authorising a perversion of the Joint 
Stock Companies Act. We should be giving vitality to that which 
is a myth and a fiction. The transaction is a device to apply the 
machinery of the Joint Stock Companies Act to a state of things never 
contemplated by that Act, an ingenious device to obtain the protection of 
that “Act in a way, and for objects, not authorised by that Act, and in my 
judgment in a way inconsistent with and opposed to its policy and provisions, 
It never was intended that the company to be constituted should consist of 
one snbstantial person and six dummies, the nominees of that person, without 
any real interest in the company. ‘The Act contemplated the incorporation 
of seven independent bond fide members, who had a mind an 

of an individual who 
















own, an 
mac usiness in the same way as before, 
wh @ Was @ sole trader. 10 legalize such a transaction would be a scandal. 


Te liquidator entitled ? In the circumstances of this case it 
is, in my opinion, competent for the court to set aside the sale as beinga sale 
from Aron S:lomon to himself—a sale which had none of the incidents of a sale, 
was a fiction and, therefore, invalid; or to declare the company to be a trustee 
for Aron Salomon, whom Aron Salémon, the cestui que trust, was bound to 
indemnify ; or to declare the formation of the company, the agreement of 
August, 1892, and the issue of the debentures to Aron Salomon pursuant to 
stich agreement to be merely devices to enable him to carry on business in 
the name of the company with limited liability contrary to the trae intent 
and meaning of the Companies Act, 1862, and, further, to enable him to 
obtain a preference over other creditors of the company by obtaining a first 
charge on the assets of the company by means of such debenteres. I am 
inclined also to think that a scire facias would go to repeal the certificate of 
incorporation ; but I express no decided opinion on the point. The appeal 
will be dismissed with costs, , 

Kay, L.J., read a long judgment, in the course of which he said: The 
statutes were intended to allow seven or more persons bond fide associated 
for the purposes of trade to limit their liability under certain conditions and 
to become a nee. But they were not intended to legalise a pretended 
association for the purpose of enabling an individual to carry on his own 
business with limited liability in the name of a joint stock company. Reliance 
was placed in argument upon the British Seamless Paper Box Co. (ubi supra). 
[His lordship discussed that case at length, and continued:] The case 
differs from the present materially. This is not a claim for misfeasance, The 
liquidator here is proceeding on behalf of the creditors in the name of the 
company. In this case there were no independent directors or independent 
shatuhaljes 





@ Wile and children of Salomon were mere trustees for 

one share each, and the question is whether the transaction can be 
supported so as to enable Salomon to defeat the creditors and appropriate 
under the debentures the assets to himself. The learned judge has preferred 
the alternative of treating the company as agent for Salomon. This involves 
the invalidity of the sale, at least in equity. If it were valid the business would 
not belong to Salomon. If there is any difficulty in making Salomon directly 
liable to the creditors on the ground of the company being his agent, the 
creditors would equally be secured by treating the company as trustee for 
Salomon, In either view Salomon must indemnify the company against the 
debts and costs; or the court might declare the sale invalid, set aside the 
agreement and debentures, and order Salomon to repay the £39,000, or that 
sum less the £10,000 debentures with interest. In one or other of these 
modes the company 5 
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Re HAMILTON, TRENCH v. HAMILTON—No. 2, 28th May. 


Wu1—Constavucrion—Ansotvre Grer—Precatory Trvst—‘ I wish tHem 
To Bequeatn.”’ 


A from the decision of Kekewich, J., reported 43 W. R. 461; 
1895, 1 Ch. 373. Susanna Hamilton, who died on the 3rd of May, 1857, 
by her will, dated the 5th of January, 1856, made bequests as follow : 
* , bequeath, and appoint to my dear neices Mrs. Gascoigne and 

Ashtown the sum of £2,000 apiece for their sole and se te use, 
and to be independent of their husbands, and I wish them to bequeath 


THE SOLICITO 








RS’ JOURNAL. 


the same equally between the families of my ye Silver Oliver and my 
dear niece Mrs. Pakenham in such mode as they shall consider right.’’ 
Lady Ashtown died on the 


June 1, 1895. 


The will contained only pecuniary legacies. 
23rd of February, 1893, and her executors took out au originating sum- 
mons aga the legal representatives of Susanna m and members 
: Silver Oliver and Mrs. Pakenham t 
fer Lady ne legacy of £2,000 absolutely, or whether 
that sum was, after her decease, subject to any, and what, trusts in favour 
of the families of Silver Oliver and Mrs. Pakenham. Kekewich, J., held 
that there was no precatory trust, and that Lady Ashtown took an abso- 
lute interest in the legacy of £2,000. One of the defendants, the only 
chiid of Silver Oliver, appealed. Counsel on his behalf relied chiefly on 
Malin v. Keighley (2 Ves. jun. 333), and contended that the later cases, 
Lambe v. Eames (19 W. R. 659, L. R. 6 Ch. App. 597), Re Adams and the 
Kensington Vestry (32 W. R. 120, 883, 27 Ch. D. 394)"and Re Diggles 
(35 CD 353, 37 W. R. Dig. 205) (in none of which Malim v. Keighley 
was cited), were distinguishable. Counsel for the plaintiff, the surviving 
executor of Lady Ashtown, contended that the last-named cases had 
changed the current of authority. 
The Court (Livpiey, Loprgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linotey, L.J., after reading the gift and remarking that there were no 
trust legacies, but only a string of pecuniary legacies, said that, apart 
from authorities, it was clearly not the intention of the testatrix to impose 
a trust upon Lady Ashtown s0 as to cut down her interest to a life estate. 
Malim v. Keighley was relied on, but the rule laid down by the Master of 
the Rolls in that case was not so sound as that laid down by Cotton, L.J., 
in Re Adams and the Kensington Vestry. The true rule, as laid down in the 





















latter case, was to look at the particular will which had to be constracd 
and to see if the intention to create a trust could be inferred. no such 






afer: p gwastosayso. In 
case, to construe the words in the way contended for by the appellant 
would be straining the words of the will and defeating the intention of the 
testatrix. 
Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsen, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Prior ; Warmington, Q C., and Cann. Soxtcrrors, Cope § Co.; Wilkinson ¢ 


Son. 
[Reported by Arnoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
LEONHARDT +. HALLE AND RUTTER—Chitty, J., 29th May. 
Practice—Costs—Screntiric Witness—ExPERIMENTS—T AXATION. 


The fees of a scientific witness for a long course of experiments prepara- 
tory to the trial of a patent action ware allowed oo taxation Uh a 
summons tO review it was conten t the taxing master had no dis- 
cretion to allow them. 

Murty J., held that the costs were allowable, subject to the taxing 
master’s discretion.—CounsEeL, Moulton, Q.C., and O. L. Clare; Bousfield, 
Q.C., and Lawson. Soxicitors, Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, Samson, § Co., for 
Grundy, Kershaw, § Co., Manchester; J. H. ¢ J. Y. Johnson. 

[Reported by G, Row.anp Axston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MACLEOD, MILLS »v. MACLEOD—Chitty, J., 29th May. 


SerrLementT—TRANsFer Or Morraacs To Trustess—Insurricient Security 
—Neciicence —Recovery or Damaces By Serrtor—Ricut or Trusrees 
to Ciamm such DaMacgs. 

This case raised the question whether the mere transfer and settlement 
of a sum secured on mortgage impliedly transferred all rights of the 
transferor in connection with such mortgage, such, for instance, as a right 
of action for negligence against the solicitor who negotiated the mortgage, 
or the right to any damages thut might be recovered from him. At the 
date of her marriage in 1884 the defendant was entitled to a sum of £3,100 
secured on two mortgages of house property made in 1879 and 1881. On 
her marriage she transferred the mo debts and securities to the 
trustees of her e settlement, to be held by them on the trusts 
thereof. In 1889 the securities were realized, and produced only £1,360, 
accordingly brought an 











action ag B mor In vestme q 
and obtained £1,130 as d had b ded in 
certain payments. ed the 
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balance of £880 as being bound by the settlement. 

Currry, J., said that it did not a me that there was in the marriage 
settlement any covenant which co said to comprise the recovered 
money. He was unable to imply such a covenant. en the defendant 
transferred the mortgage to the trustees she gave no warranty that the 
security was sufficient for the amount of the mo! debt. The trustees, 
therefore, could not recover merely on the gro t the defendant was 
bound by any contract under the deed of transfer. Nor, on reading the 
deed, which was an transfer deed, was there anything which 
mp mee as an assignment of any cause of action against the solicitor. 

is lordship was unable to see why, because the defendant’s former soli- 
citor was negligent, the trustces had in equity a right to follow the money 
recovered su uently. That money was never trust money, and was 
not within the scope of the trust created by the settlement. The defend- 
ant, therefore, was entitled to the . —CounseL, A. aB. Terrell; 
A, St, John Clerke. Souscrron, 4. M. Bradley, for all parties. 
[Reported by G. Rowianp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


NICHOLSON v. HARPER—North, J., 23rd May. 
Satz or Goons Acr, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 71)—Lizn—De.ivery. 





This was a motion asking for an injunction to restrain the defendants 
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from offering for sale the whole or any part of 248 dczen of This 
port was purchased by Mr. Goldsmith, who had since execu 
om eee of which the defendant Harper was a trustee. The other 
defendants claimed a charge upon the wine. The goods had been left in 
their warehouse under an agreement that cellar room should be given 
for five years. On the 31st of May, 1894, and on the 7th of November, 
1894, Goldsmith gave to them what purported to be letters of lien. But 
on the 16th of January, 1895, Goldsmith, who had sold the wine to the 

Jaintiffs, gave them an invoice. Not uiring the wine, they allowed 
it to remain in the defendant’s possession. Goldsmith became bankrupt 
upon the 29th of March, 1895. It was contended that the documents of 
the 3lst of May, 1894, and the 7th of November, 1894, gave the defendants 
a valid title under section 25 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 

Norn, J., said that under the Act an actual delivery of the goods or a 
transfer of the documents of title was necessary.- Since the sale fhere 
had been no delivery of goods or of documents of title to the defendants, 
who claimed a lien, and they must deliver up the wine to the plsintiffs.— 
Counsgt, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Eve; Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Rowden. 
Soxtcrrors, Nash, Field, § Co.; Park, Nelson, § Co. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamrutow, Barrister-at-Law. } 








High Court—Qusen’s Bench Division. 
O’NEIL v. ARMSTRONG, MITCHELL, & CO.—23rd May. 


Contract or Sgrvice—ContTract TO sERVE AS SEAMAN—INcaEASED DANGER 
—DEcLARATION or War—ILLEGALITY OF VoYaAGE—R&FUSAL TO COMPLETE 
Ssrvics —Recovery or Wacgs AND DAMAGES. 


Appeal from the county court of Newcastle-on-Tyne. The action was 
brought by the plaintiff against the defendants to recover pe 2 and 
in respect of his service on board a torpedo-gunboat The 
Tatsuta under the following circumstances: The Tatsuta was constructed 
by the defendants at Newcastle for the Government of Japan, and the 
court inferred that upon completion she became the property of the 
Japanese Government. She was placed by the defendants in charge of 
Captain Strannach, whose duty it was to navigate her to Yokohama and 
there deliver her to the Japanese authorities. On the 30th of July the 
plaintiff signed the ship’s muster-roll, from which it appeared that he 
with the captain to proceed as fireman in the vessel from the Tyne 
to Yokohama for a sum of £30, of which £8 was payable five days after 
sailing, the remainder being payable at the conclusion of the run. 
The vessel left the Tyne, carrying the ——— flag, on the 31st of July, 
at a time when Japan and China were at peace, and when neither party 
were aware that war wasimminent. All that the plaintiff knew was that 
the vessel was a to’ o-boat bound for Yokohama, and he did not even 
notice her flag. On the 3rd of August war was declared, and the plaintiff 
first heard of the declaration of war on reaching Gibraltar. Upon the 
arrival of the vessel at Aden on the 23rd of August the captain of one of 
her Majesty’s ships came on board and read the declaration of neutrality, 
at the same time warning the crew of the risk to their own safety they 
would run if they continued the voyage, and of the probability that by 
going on they would become liable to punishment under the .Forei 
aulistincut ame 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 90). The plaintiff and o 
the crew, a ting the Governor of Aden, resolved to cease serving 
in the ship, and were provided by the Governor with a home. Ina 
notice to leave the port given to the captain the authorities at Aden 
treated the ship as a Japanese vessel of war. The county court judge 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for £22 wages and £10 general i 
The defendants appealed, on the ground that neither wages nor damages 
were, under the circumstances, recoverable in law. 
The considered judgment of Tue Court (Lord Russert, C.J., and 
Cuares, J.) was delivered by 
Cuartes, J , who, after stating the facts, said: The plaintiff’s case was 
taken as a test case, the decision of which was to determine also the 
defendants’ liability to the rest of the crew as well as to the plaintiff, and 
the question we have to consider is, what are, under the circumstances, 
his rights to wages or damages, or both. The defendants admitted that 
they would accept the responsibility if under the contract Captain 
Strannach would be liable. The matter, therefore, must be as 
if Ca Strannach were the defendant. It was con by the 
defendants that the principle of Cjtter v. — (6 T. BR. 320) was 
applicable, and that the plaintiff, not having completed the whole 
voyage, could not recover either on the contract or on & quantum meruit. 
The defendants’ counsel, while admitting that the change in the 
character of the voyage justified the plaintiff in declining to proceed, 
insisted that thejdefendants were relieved from the liability to pay him 
the agreed wages, which were only due in case he had the 
whole voyage, and were not liable in damages. Farther, it was argued 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to his wages as far as Aden because 


there could under the circumstances be no fresh contract im between 
the te: The case was said to be analogous to v. ers 
(L. R. 20. P. 651), where the {plaintiff had agreed to e 

a certain 


price. Before completion, however, the premises were burnt 
‘misfortune equally affecting both partis, excusing further porto 

+ ortune equally affec parties, ormance 
by either, but giving a cause of action to neither,”’ and here the defendants 
urged that the declaration of war was a misfortune ofa similar character— 
something done beyond the control either of the or defendants. 
It is to be noticed that in the case cited the de ts had received no 
benefit from the work done; next, it is obvious that if the defendants 
were in any way to be held responsible for the declaration 


It was was a 


a deed of | tion 


of war by the Japanese Government the authority cited has no applica- 
. If the captain was navigating the ship as master for her owners, 

the Japanese Government, then there was a resting upon 

him as a from the owners in reference to the change in the character 

of the adventure, and the case would not be at all anal to the cases 

where the performance of e contract had become impossble 

the occurrence of an event beyond the control of either 
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the work is done, or i 
was the defendan hat the wo 
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Was SOMCLUING tO At 
he ih contract.’’ Now, They — sdval 

e@ voyage was not completed. declared war, us en 
altered the character and conditions of the voyage. 
defendants’ admissions, we are of opinion that they are precluded from 
taking the declaration of war as an act done by an independent superior 
authority. They have admitted responsibility for 
Japanese vessel of war, and if his owners have taken a step during 
exposed, the "ginistit > Ganges punter ook ether than (hese 

the to an 

cclglanlty entilipated, he must be held liable to the 
pay the wages which, but for the owners’ act, would have been —- 
earned. This decision is entirely consistent and in accordance wit 
ucion ¥- ink: (L. R. 2 Ex. 340), a case in many respects similar to 

@ presen lordship then stated the facts and the decision in Burton 
v. Pinkerton, and continued:—] In the 
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captain, by going on with the voyage after war had out, certainly 
increased the seckdentnh So on eusineay Camnge i from any 
question of illegality under the F Act, 1870, entitled the 
plaintiff to treat his conduct as a h. We may add that, in our 
opinion, the defendants would have been liable to the plaintiff his 
wages up to the Port of Aden even if the declaration of war had been by 


a Power for whose acts they had in no way made themselves responsble. 
The case would then have fallen under the third 
Blackburn, J. It would have been one in which, from the conduct of 
ies, the conclusion might properly be drawn that e 
to a fresh contract whereby captain became liable to 
cml of the voyage which had. been actuall ° 
fit of part performance, and there is 
the run as at an end at Aden. to 
the original contract as one which could no longer be acted upon, 
and, that being so, we see no reason why the plaintiff could not 
have sued on a quantum meruit, With regard to _ damages, 
there seems no doubt that they are recoverable. he county court 
judge acted on the case of The Justitia (12 P. D. 145). We see no reason 
to differ from him on this . In Burton v. Pinkerton the 
court also thought the plaintiff was entitled to recover something in 
addition to his wages under the bend of gensesl Gomagee Sit come 
the inconveniences and annoyances he suffered. In the result we 
think that the judgment of the court below was right, and that the 
appeal must be dismissed, with costs.—Counset, Alfred Lyttelton; Sir 
Walter Phillimore, Q.C., and 8. T. Evans. Souscrrons, Dees ¢ Thompson ; 
P. G. Robinson, for Smirk, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditu, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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may dwell in such house or tenement for the protection thereof.”’ 


t was contended for the appellant that the stables did not belong to and 
were not occupied with Park Lodge within the aforesaid rule; that the 
stables were occupied solely for the purpose of the appellant’s business ase 
a trainer of wauheree, and that they did not become a dwelling-hous 
liable to the duty merely because there was sleeping accommodation ove 
the stables for the stable lads employed in the business, and that at the 
most only the particular rooms so occupied were liable to be assessed. 

Tue Court (Grantuam and Onarces, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Grantuam, J., said that the case had been mainly argued as if the 
question were whether the stables were the principal building, and there- 
fore not accessory to the house and not within the Schedule B. of 48 Geo. 
3, c. 55, but it was necessary to look at the whole premises. There were 
not only stables, but practically a dwelling-house over them, in the ~ * 
of four rooms for the stable lads. The case therefore came within the 

ple laid down in Cheaye v. Kimmont (26 Sc. L. R. 103), in which cage 
the kennels of a hunt and a dwelfing-house were all held to go together. 
These building st. therefore be taken all together, and must be treated 
se within the Act, and were liable to be assessed unless 
hey came within the exemption provided by section 13 (2) of the Act of 
1878. That section only applied to cases of business premises in which no 
one lived except a caretaker, and that not being so in this case, the 
appellant could not claim the benefit of that provision. 

Cuarxzs, J., concurred, and said that in order to bring the case within 
the Act of Geo. 3 it was no doubt necessary that the stables should belong 
to and be occupied with a dwelling-house. He had at first been struck 
with the view that the dwelling-house must be the principal building and 
the stable accessory to it, but he did not think that the statute should be 
so strictly construed. Here there was a dwelling-house of the annual 
value of £100, which, together with the stables was being used by certain 
persons for a common purpose—viz., that of using the whole place as a 
training stable. Although the dwelling-house might belong to the stables, 
the stables equally belonged to the dwelling-house. His lordship came to 
that conclusion apart from authority, but the case of Cheape v. Kimmont 
was entirely in accordance with his view. As to the contention that the 
case came within the exemption in section 13 (2) of the Act of 1878, he 
agreed that the case was excluded by the occupation of a portion of the 
stables by the stable boys. Appeal dismissed.—Counszt, Finlay, Q.C., and 
Seott Fox; Sir R. T. Reid, A.G., Sir F. Lockwood, 8.G., and Danckwerts. 
Soxicrrors, Ruston, Clark, & Ruston, for Ruston, Newmarket; Solicitor of 
Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rostnsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 









*,* In our report (ante, p. 502) of The Portsea Island Bui'ding Society v. 
Barclay, Messrs. Learoyd, James, & Mellor should have been stated as 
being solicitors for the society. 





THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE LAND TRANSFER 
BILL. 


[FROM OUR OWN REPORTER. | 


Tue Select Committee of the House of Commons sat on Monday for the 
third time for receiving evidence, Sir R. T. Rerp, the chairman, presiding. 


Mr. Wotsrennotme’s Evivence. 

Mr. Wotsrennoitme continued his evidence, and in answer to Mr. 
Botton said he had referred on the last occasion to a case in connection 
with the Australian Registry, where a person taking a charge had honest] 
paid his money and got his name on the register. The charge was bad, 
and he lost the money secured on the land, and got no compensation 
under the insurance fund. Therefore he lost everything, on the ground, 
as he (witness) understood the case, that it did not turn on the instru- 
ment, but that the purchaser was bound to see that the vendor, the person 
who transferred the land, was the same person as the person on the 
register, and that if he did not do that he got a bad transfer, and was not 
entitled to compensation out of the insurance fund. If that was the case, 
as it would be with the present Bill, it would destroy the value of the 
registry. In many cases of fraud the purchaser would lose his land and 
would not be compensated out of the insurance fund. In some way or 
other that ought to be provided against in the Bill. 

By Viscount Fotxestone: As far as he could see the Bill rendered a 
person whose land was put on tie register unsafe as against future trans- 
actions, and he thought that that alone was a great hardship. In 
po og he believed the principal owner was always kept on the 


8 it your opinion that after the Act has been in force a certain time 
the title in the land which is on the register becomes absoluter—No. I 
do not think so. He supposed that in a great number of years it might 
become absolute, but if would not be for many years. It was difficult to 
state the number of years; he should think thirty or forty. There would 
be still the liability for all the defects of title before the land was put 
upon the register. 

By the Cuareuan : That was in the case of a possessory title. 

By Viscount Fotxestonz : You never gain an absolute title >—Not under 
the ; because even sapposing you get an absolute title as regards the 
past, your title is always defective as regards the future. You may be 


compelled, at the discretion of the registrar, to take compensation instead 
‘suerte gistrer, pe 











Supposing that amendments were made in this direction, would the Bill 
be of advantage to the public ?—I doubt it. -I think you cannot tell. 

Your objection, I suppose, is really an objection to a new system which 
you do not know the working of as against a system which has been in 
force a great many years?—lI do not object to a new system provided it is 
a good system ; but I do not think you can say so of this Bill. I have 
myself had a great hand in amending the law, and I do not feel that this 
is a good alteration. I do not consider it a proper alteration at all. 

Since the Bill of 1875 was passed there have been considerable altera« 
tions, which vertainly do make it easier to adopt the system of a land 
registry ?—Yes; and also to make the present system much easier and 
much cheaper. 

But would not it be the case that, if this Bill were made law after the 
first registration, the cost would be a great deal less than is the case now ?— 
There is scarcely experience sufficient to be able to form an opinion upon 
that. He should doubt it, because he thought a great deal of cost would 
be incurred by the necessary attendances at the registry. 

But at present, on every transaction with regard to land, frequent in- 
vestigations have to take place as regards the title ?—That is so. 

If your land was registered under the Bill an investigation of title 
would not be necessary every time?—That is, if you get an absolute title, not 
otherwise. To get an absolute title was a matter of considerable —e- 
If you registered with possessory title you were liable to all the defects 
existing before the time of the registration, and that would go on for 
twenty or thirty years, more or less, getting less, of course, every year. 

And of course after those twenty years people practically would require 
to investigate the title prior to the registry >—Well, I am not quite clear 
about that. The investigation would be comparatively light. At present 
forty years was the statutory limit, and very often a title was taken at 
thirty, and sometimes at twenty-five years. If you got a title commencing 
with a conveyance or a mortgage you would get it at twenty-five or 
thirty years. Sometimes, of course, the title was such you would have to 
go back more than forty years. 

Would not it be in the case of mortgages a great deal simpler to enter 
the mortgage on the register under the Bill ?—Yes, that is so. 

Would not it be easier to get a title than now?—The case I quoted 
shews that you cannot entirely trust a mortgage. 

By the Cuamman: That was a case of the identity of a person ?—If you 
knew whom you were buying from you would have no doubt. But the 
difficulty in many cases would be to know who you bought from. At 
present there were certain safeguards. The vendor produced the deeds, 
and that was a strong evidence of his title. 

We are not speaking of title, but of identity.—I would say that the pro- 
duction of the deeds was a strong step towards identity. 

By Mr. Botton: A respectable professional man would also act for the 
vendor, and he would know him and that he had the deeds. 

By Viscount Forxestone: “It does seem to me there is a difficulty. 
You have John Smith of a certain place who professes to sell you land. 
A John Smith of the same place is on the register. There does seem to me 
a difficulty in proving these to be two separate individuals. The certificate 
may have been obtained fraudulently. That all goes to the question of 
identity. He agreed that in most cases there would not be much difficulty 
about identity, but in certain cases there would be. 

In those cases you are equally liable now ?—Well, I rather think not. 
There would be some difficulty with regard to boundaries, as they were 
only defined bya map. It had been said thata map wasa very good 
servant but a very bad master. A boundary marked ona map might be 
measured to a scale of feet and inches. He believed that in Australia the 
boundaries were generally laid down upon the official map very clearly. 
There were not such minute sub-divisions there as here. There might be 
small blocks in such towns as Melbourne and wy. At all events, there 
had always been a great distrust in placing reliance upon maps only. He 
himself never drew a conveyance if he could help it which made the 
description depend upona map only. The great thing was the occupation 
and the adjoining ownerships. He thought that boundaries would be in 
a worse position under the Bill than they were now. He thought there 
should be some verbal description in the body of the transfer in addition 
to the map. 

That, of course, would lengthen the documents and make it more expen- 
sive ?—I think that is found to be almost necessary. It was considered 
always yore | in conveyances at present. The custom was to have very 
minute descriptions and a schedule of the property. In some cases in his 
opinion the description would be absolutely necessary. 

By Mr. Tomtinson: He believed there was an official map in Australia. 
All the land was gee J divided into grants from the Crown. It was 
based on an official survey. Where there was an absolute title the 
boundaries of the map must be settled in some way by the registrar of the 
county. 

Supposing an incorrect map were taken in, occupation would not get over 
the i Meulty ? You would not be entitled by the Statute of Limitations ?— 
I think that as the Act stands the registered owner would acquire a title 
under the Statute of Limitations from the adjoining owner who was not 
registered. Sometimes in the case of mines it was only guesswork as to 
where a given stratum, say of coal, went. He ompgoue that the description 
would be, all the minerals of a certain kind capable of being found under 
a certain surface, Then, of course, there would be no difficulty. The 
only difficulty would be the possible inaccuracy of the surface. 

Supposing the registered owner dies leaving two daughters who would 
be co-parceners—how would they be registered?—As I understand the 
Act of 1875, they must be registered as joint tenants. On the death of 
one the whole of the property would go to the survivor, who would be 
trustee of the moiety for the deceased owner. He did not know precisely 
what the last clause of the Bill was intended to involve, whether it was 
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intended to provide for that. He did not see why an undivided share 
should not be allowed to be registered. 

By Mr. Bouron: Not more than four people were to be put on the 
register. He did not see why there should not be any number. 

By Mr. Tomutnson: Even the four trustees would cause additional 
difficulty of identification. In the case of a great many chapels there 
were very often a large number of persons to whom the conveyance was 
made. ‘They could not be puton. Under the Bill the title was only a 
simple conveyance from one owner to another, extending over a certain 
period. If you relied on the register, you need not go beyond the con- 
veyance. That was a saving of expense to the purchasers, but there would 
be no saving of expense to the owners of the land for the time being. 
They would have to settle it in just the same way as at present. There 
would be probably a saving in effecting a charge. 

In the case of small transactions, selling plots of land and houses, do 

ou think there would be a saving ?—He should doubt whether there would 
be a saving of expenss. The general rule at present, when a company bought 
an estate, was that they made an investigation of the title, and the pur- 
chasers were content to assume that the company had attended to the title. 
In the case of the owner in fee simple of a building estate, it was often the 
rame. ‘The purchasers were content to take the title of the owner in fee 
simple witbout investigation. 

The Cuarrman suggested that, in the case of amendments not affecting 
the principle of the Bill, the witness should indicate how he thought the 
Bill might be amended, and the witness thereupon put in a paper drawn 
up by the Institute of Conveyancers, and signed by him, embodying the 
amendments he thought desirable. 

By Mr. Tomutnson: He did not see anything in the Bill which enabled 
the grant of an easement of any kind on registered land. There was a great 
deal of power given to the registrar in working the Act, but he did not see 
any express power to grant an easement on registered land. If the 
easement did not appear on the register it would be an equitable right. 
He thought there would be an advantage in a register of title over a 
register of deeds, because the register of deeds involved more or less 
expense in searches. Under the registry of title you were not supposed to 
have any searches, and probably a search would not be necessary except 
in certain cases. A register of title would be less costly than a register of 
deeds, as you would not require persons of the same skill. It would be a 
purely mechanical office. In that case the office would be less expensive, 
and the fees might be lower. His experience led him to the conclusion 
that the present system of voluntary registration under the Act of 1875 
was unpopular. 

Why should you think people are disinclined to register under it ?—He 
had no experience himself of its working, but he thought that difficulties 
had been met with in dealings with land. No doubt one thing which 
made it unpopular was that it greatly restricted dealings in land, and that 
would be so with the compulsory system. 

It was suggested during the examination of the Lord Chancellor that 
people kep! off the register because of ignorance.—I think that if the 
register had a decided advantage people would find it out. There was no 
— that there was a very honest attempt made to make use of Lord 

estbury’s scheme, aud that no doubt was a failure, and rather pre- 
judiced people against registration of title. 

Do you know of any cases where persons who have been on the register 
have wished to be taken off >—Yes, there had been a good many cases of 
that ort. Under the Act of 1862 they were entitled to take off, but not 
under the Act of 1875. It was very difficult to say beforehand, without 
having an exact -case to deal with, what would not come under the Act. 
The Act of 1875 only allowed you to convey an estate in fee simple, and 
that at once was an enormous restriction if not compensated in other ways. 
He did not think it was compensated in other ways. 

It was said that building societies desired a compulsory system. How 
can you account for the fact that building societies have not brought more 
land upon the register ?—He could not account for it. He thought that a 
good many cases that came under the Act had been those of building 
societies. Building societies had rather peculiar rules, and he did not 
know whether that had anything to do with it. The difficulties in 
registering land did not apply in the case of registering ships. 

By Mr. Wicxuam: He thought that in the case of small transactions 
the new system would probably increase the cost. 

That would be in cases that come under your own notice ?—Yes. 

But do not we all know that there are a very great number of very small 
transactions which take place without the assistance of the conveyancer at 
all?—Yes; and they are done at a very small cost. He thought that a 
great many of these transactions would be done cheaper without the 
registry. Whether they would be done more quickly would depend upon 
how the business of the office was transacted. He did not think that in 
small transactions they would do it quicker. The main part of the deed, 
which was very short, was the description of the property. And that 
could be done, putting stamps out of the A gens in many small transac- 
tions for not more than a sovereign. Lord Cairns had said that he was 
informed that in many cases of dealing with small property the cost 
was 15s. 

I think you said it was not an uncommon — for two landowners to 
settle their boundaries by making a line of their own and leaving it to the 


Statute of Limitations. Could that happen under a ter ?—No; I do 
not think that could happen. He did not see why the Statute of Limita- 
a ween eg been as taeaniieis ‘nin aeatitin 

n the case of an estate a on iter, the person who owns 
that estate buys other wh x which are parts of other estates on the 
register. How does his title afterwards appear? Does it appear in 
portions of already registered estates ?—I believe so. 








In point of fact, now, if a person acquires an estate in that way, after a 
lapse of time it becomes a whole, and ona aves that ?—No. 

Can that advantage ever occur on —As far as I can make 
it out it cannot occur unless you have some process which I do not know 
of. He certainly thought it was a desirable , because if it were not 
done it might happen that the expense of conveying an estate under the 
register ht be very large. There would be a separate fee in each 


case. 

Have you ever heard of a great complexity of titles on some parts of 
the Continent where they register ?—I remem a French title at 
which I was very much surprised. It made a small of foolscap sized 
paper. The expense in that case was very considerable. His impression 
was that the present system of conveyancing should be amended 60 as to 
make it better than the new system of registration. 

By the Cuarrman: The expense of conveying was a great deal due 
to p flees e- m of title. Whenever fieoowses tales were made all the 
facts had to be ascertained over and over again until a certain number of 
years had passed. In many cases people were in the habit of accepting 
much less stricter titles than formerly. The risk was to some extent 
compensated by shorter statutes of limitation. The question was whether 
they were not in former days unduly careful. At all events, there was no 
doubt that if you shortened a title it introduced an element of risk. 

If it is not entered on the register how can you have any guarantee that 
the John Jones who is the vendor is a person you can safely deal with ?— 
I think his production of his documents, going back for a certain period, is 
very good proof of identity. 

t involves expense ?—Not if you simplify title. 

Under the mt system you must find out that John Jones is the 
owner, and that involves expense ?—At present it does; but I think 
you may simplify it by restricting, as you propose to do, under the 
register. 

Bappeeing you have him registered could not you buy from him with 
as much safety and as little trouble as you could shares in a ship ?— 
That depends a good deal on the mode in which the office is conducted. 
He did not say it might be conducted so as to effect that object. 

Is not it the case that you could buy land under a properly managed 

try office, registered with absolute titles, as cheaply, safely, and 
rapidly as Consols?—I do not think so. You would have to look at the 
map, and examine the register and what you bought. With regard to 
boundaries, he thought that difficulties would arise in a number of special 
cases where the properties were in a peculiar position, and he had seen 
conveyances where it would be scarcely safe to convey simply by reference 


to a plan. 

Is if not the case that, supposing all the land in England were registered 
by a possessory title to-day, in twenty-five years or thirty years’ time you 
— disregard every fact antecedent to the stration ’—Yes. 

d, therefore, in thirty years’ time we should be able to buy and sell 
land upon decease solely upon a registered transaction ?—Yes, I suppose 
that would be so. 4 

Would not that be a great hoon to the people of England ?—No doubt, 
if you could not do it better in any other way. 

ou think it would be better to go on with secret conveyancing, un | 
the word in no objectionable sense, instead of having the registry ?— 


eaupess * ea pete ced, but I do think so. 
orgery of could not happen under the registry ?—Well, we are not 


clear of forgery on the . Imposition might be b 
requiring the Y ctiteate of toe of the as to identity, but 
there would be very considerable trouble invol At present there was 


a greet deal mous So be comsiiensd thes Che Sngeay 6 adeed. It was to 
be assumed that the purchaser was dealing a respectable solicitor 
who acted with the vendor. The man who forged the deed must also 


im u his own solicitor. 

, meendhn. he is a eolicitor himself ?—No doubt there is there. 

A man may also sup) deeds, having alienated a part of his property. 
That would be imposuible under the registry ?—Yes. 

The com you have were: (1) about the boundaries; (2) the 
on soted "No th a cca title would make it aed 

.—No, the a suspected. 

Té tet taog anne file, because there would be reason for 


that in the avoidance . What he wanted to say was that regis- 
tration with s qualified title would make it suspected by the 
and he wo have to investigate. He had never 
i 7 oo alts bmn A Ba A Reg Spend 

own of great c 

Is it not the case that there are many complicated titles in Australia? 
I do not mean as many as there are here, but there must be complicated 
cases.—There must be in the case of mortgages. I do not know that there 
are many settlements. 

About the insurance fund, do you know that in the course of twenty or 


gS 


the insurance funds have aggregated upwards 
paid in compensation have not cmtanind to £15,600.—I did not know 
that. 


We all know what a great onthentis lacs ieee Do you know 
Lord Selborne went through this aoe Cuueees tad test 
cettling it, and that he introduced himeelf in 3a for 

of title P—I think the less said about that Bill the better. 


Paesrpent or THE Law Soctery. 


Mr. Joux Huxren, president of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K. 
examined by Mr. Becaes, ak that he was articled to a solicitor in 1845, 


; 








528 ____THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. __ 





June 1, 1895. 





and ever since his admission had been in practice asa conveyancer. He 
had heard the evidence of the Lord Chancellor. With regard to a letter 
the I.ord Chancellor had received from a solicitor in the West of England, 
te which he referred in the House of Lords, he (witness) thought it rather 
unfair to have produced that as if it were any evidence of the views of 
solicitors, because the law societies, both in London and the country, 
had been ——— the Bill entirely on the allegation that it was un- 
necessary an would do harm to persons dealing with land. They had 
never put forth their own personal interest as the ground for opposing the 

During the next twenty years the investigations of title will still go on. 
—Tho Lord Chancellor stated so, and Mr. Wolstenholme stated that if 

ry titles were adopted, and there was not likely to be anything 
else in the first instance, investigations must go on. If so, solicitors 
would be as much wanted in the future as in the past, for this generation 
at any rate. 

Of course there is a danger that a certain amount of land transfer work 
will be done by agents, asis the case in America—land brokers and agents ?— 
That was a matter which the Law Society looked ferward to with some 
apprehension, that unqualified peraons in no way under the control of the 
courts or under superintendence of any sort, might have greater facilities 
for carrying out transactions of this sort than they had ever had before. 
It could not be said that solicitors bad set their faces against reforms in 
connection with land transfer or anything else. All the reforms of the 
last fifteen years had originated with the Law Society. At all events they 
had been —- to a great extent by them. The Settled Land Acts of 
1881, the Trustee Act of 1888, the Land Charges Act, 1888, were pro- 
moted by the society. The last established a central registry instead of 
its bat to search in twenty different places. The society had 
always m propounding schemes for shortening and simplifying. If 
there was any impression that the failure of the Land Transfer Act of 
1875 was caused by the colicitor branch of the legal profession, that 
was an erroneous impression. His impression was that the failure of the 
Act of 1875 was entirely attributable to its having contained a clause that 
anybody once putting land upon the register would be unable to take it 
off. Under the Act of 1862 there was express power to take the land off. 
Under that Act it turned out that one-third of the cases which were put 
on were afterwards taken off. When the Act of 1875 was passed, that 
power was ft rid of, and he had abstained from going upon it on that 
account. He did not know that every person thought that, because with 
regard to the committee of 1878 and 1879 Mr. Brickdale in his book said 
that every witness examined before that committee expressed his opinion 
that the loss of the power to remove the property from the register after 
it had once been placed upon it deterred people from putting it on. It 
was very natural that it should do so. The country law societies had a 
— strong feeling against the proposal to compel people to transfer 
their property by the aid of an official instead of the transfer being 
Pp y themeelves or their own advisers. 

ou heard statements made before this committee that the transactions 
in land transfer were estimated at something like £300,000 a year?—I 
should think they have very much increased since that time. There has 
been an enormous sub-division of property since then. Before any change 
such as this was proposed there ought to be a full and careful inquiry by 
a body of competent and skilled persons, and the scheme should be very 
carefully settled before there should be any attempt made to compel 
people to make use of it to the exclusion of the present system. It would 
wiser to reform the present system of transfer by deed, and also to 
reform the voluntary transfer system on the register before making it 
compulsory. He had a scheme of his own for reforming dealing with land 
b This opinion had influenced the practical action of nearly all 
law reformers until recently. Lord Westbury’s Bill was voluntary, and so 
was that of Lord Cairns, except to the extent that once or the register 
you could not get off. And there had been no other scheme proposed 
as far as he knew except this Bill and its predecessors for compelling 
— to adopt this entirely new system to the complete exclusion of any 
other. 

Do 7 believe that if this committee were to leave the present Land 
Transfer Registry under the Act of 1875 voluntary, and at the same time 
to reform the system of transfer by deeds, that the solicitor class would 
fairly endeavour to give the scheme a fair trial? —He thought there was a 
safe prospect that they would. They did in 1862, there was no doubt of 
that. A great many tried the 1862 system. Mr. Brickdale, the present 
assistant registrar in the Land Transfer Office, wrote a book in which he 
argued strongly against making the system compulsory until it had been 

roved by experiment to be adapted to the wants of the people. That 
Book was written four or five years ago, and the business of the registry 
had diminished very much instead of increasing since then. With 
to the lawyers who favoured the Bill, the Lord Chancellor had stated that 
his only experience of real property was gained in the twelve months 
whilst he was a pupil. He could not think why, if building societies were 
anxious to see it made compulsory, they did not make use of the registry 
now. It was certainly not because they were ignorant of it. The Lord 
Chancellor had suggested that that was the reason the people did not 
make ure of it. For some time Mr. Brickdale had been delivering lectures 
to the building societies in the hope of inducing them to go to the 
registry. But they would not doso. If that was the case, he did not see 
why they should want the registry. His practice being in London, the 


great by med of cases which he dealt with were leasehold. He had been 
ep investigating the titles in leasehold transactions for the last 
thirty or forty years. It was quite a mistake to suppose that leasehold 
titles were complicated like freehold titles, and every one of the inquiries 
made in ese creed the titles of leaseholds would have to be nal 

as much if the 


e just 
id was on the register as if it depended upon the susdiie- 











tion of deeds. The only thing that would be saved if the leasehold title 
were on the register would be the examiuation of the deeds transferring 
the legal estate of the property. These were all in one common form. 
He thought he could examine a leasehold title with twenty deeds in ten 
minutes, subject to someone else having checked the abstracts to see that 
they were correctly abstracted. The terrible complication suggested by 
the Attorney-General with reference to leaseholds in London did not exist, 
and much of the inquiry necessary would have to be made with the 
register as in the case of a leasehold passing by deed. The instructions 
peor t said that the leases ought to be registered immediately they were 
nted. 

"Tin is a feature in leaseholds, especially in London—the creation of 
improved rentals. Do you think the — of registration is applicable 
in these cases ?—It would mean two, t , or four registrations of title 
according to the different interests. His firm acted for one of the London 
brewers, and he had had considerable experience relating to the transfer 
of public-houses. That class of business would be very much hampered, 
and it would be practically very difficult, if not impossible, to carry 
through under the registry. The brewers had a special scale in convey- 
ancing charges which was much below the ordinary scale. He settled the 
scale himself with the brewers, and his maximum, whatever the sum total 
of the purchase-money, would be £50 if it was £10,000 or upwards, It 
was done much better under the present system than it could be under the 
registry. The more leases there were the worse it would be under a 
registry. It was contemplated that the lease should be deposited at the 
registry and an office copy given, and afterwards all transfers and mort- 
gages and sub-leases were to be dealt with by entry on the register. 

Considering the vast number of these transactions in London you are 
very strongly of opinion that it is better they should be dealt with b 
transfer by deed than by the registry ?—I think they would be very muc 
more likely to be carried out promptly and economically that way than 
the other. He thought the dealigg with freeholds might be assimilated 
very much to the dealing with leaseholds. He had advocated that in 1885 
in a paper he read at the Law Society’s provincial meeting at Liverpool. 
He would hand in that paper as shewing that he was not wedded to the 
old-fashioned real gon. law. 

With regard to the mortgage of freeholds, is there any great complaint 
as to the expenee and difficulty of conveyancing ?—Now and again one 
heard a grumble, but as a rule one heard very little. He thought it was 
rather a theoretical complaint than a practical one. He took the same 
view as Mr. Wolstenholme, that it would be an improvement if equitable 
titles could be kept off the titles. It was done to a very great extent by 
meaus of trusts of sale. It might be carried a good deal further. With 
regard to titles to freeholds, these had been very much simplified of late, 
particularly by giving the tenant for life power to override everybody else 
in settlement. Before the Settled Land Act it was necessary to do a great 
many things which it was not necessary to do now. Now the tenant for 
life overrides everybody interested under the settlements. Titles had 
been enormously simplified by cutting down the length of abstracts very 
much and the length of deeds. He produced a conveyance off the register, 
and a certificate of the same property given to him by the Land Registry in 

ursuance of the conveyance, and the certificate was "2 much the same 
ee th as the conveyance. He had listened to what Mr. Wolstenholme had 
said , and they both took very much the same view, which was that whatever 
was done upon the register at present was in addition to the cost of the 
work of the conveyancer, not in substitution for it. Ifa man chose to do 
his own work now he could do it for nothing. The proposition for 
dealing by deposit with equitable securities was very cumbrous and very 
unnecessary. The Act of 1875 provided, in a few words, that the deposit 
of the certificate of title should have the same effect as the deposit of the 
title deeds. The officials of the Land Registry chose to destroy that 
clause by printing on that certificate a statement that the certificate need 
not be seeheeed. If they wanted to facilitate the deposit of certificates, 
he should like to turn to the Act of 1875, and prohibit them putting such 
a notice on the certificate, instead of which they now proposed that any- 
one who wanted to borrow had to get a duplicate cate, which they 
called a deposit certificate, and as long as that deposit certificate was out, 
no dealing could take place in the land without its production. He could 
not imagine any reason why they should persist in giving a certain certi- 
ficate to enable you to do what you could have done under the Act of 1875 
on the original certificate. 

That deposit certificate is only a mode of getting a fee. He saw no 
other virtue init. One certificate was dials ye it must be produced, 
and the other that it need not be. One was a mere piece of paper, but 
if the other was lost the registrar must have the power of necessity of 
issuing another. The office had abandoned the practice of requiring the 
first certificate to be given up, and he ae had greatly facilitated 
fraud in that way. He would prefer to go to the practice of 1875. 
He did not see any advantage at all in having a deposit certificate in 
addition to the other. You could never deal with undivided shares on 
the register. It would entail numerous transactions, for which the regis- 
ter was not really competent. There was no doubt there were a great 
many transactions in real property which could not be made on the 
register, all kinds of dealings with equities. The facilities were much 
greater now. Solicitors were at the and call of clients, whilst 
officials with regular hours and regular remuneration would take every- 

in turn, and some would have to wait. He with Mr. Wol- 
stenholme as to the difficulties in regard to mines. e proposed nen of 
the Statute of Limitations under the Act of 1875 was objectionable. The Bill 
took no notice of the alteration of the law as to married women’s property 


in 1881-2. That ought to be wided for. Having referred to 
several details of the Bill which — alteration, he said he altogether 
objected to the State transacting business. He thought it very much 
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better that it should be transacted by practitioners at reasonable charges, 
as at present. He thought that competition would settle the 
charges. It was a fact that competition had very materially reduced 
the scale. He did not hear of any general objection ti hout the 
country to the scale of costs charged in average transactions. ere Was 
not much delay. While he was of opinion that certain reforms on the 
lines of existing transfer by deed were desirable, he was not of opinion 
that it was necessary to set up a registry such as was suggested. It 
would put an end entirely to the present system, and substitute a new one, 
which was not desirable. 

The examination of Mr. Hunter had not concluded when the com- 
mittee rose. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society took place on the 2Ist ult. at the 
Monico. Mr. Justice VavcHan Wri1tams presided, and there were 

resent Mr. Bousfield, Q.C., Mr. Cluer, Master Macdonell, Mr. Julian 
ene the secretary of the Surveyors’ Institute, and between ninety and 
100 members and their guests, including amongst the members of the 
society Mr, Addison and Mr. Munton, members of the Council of the Law 
Society. 

Mr. Cornelius Wheeler, Mr. A. W. Watson, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, 
Mr. Douglas, and Mr. Nugent Chaplin pro the various toasts on 
behalf of the society, to which Mr. Bousfield, Q.C., Mr. Cluer, Master 
Macdonell, and Mr. Archer White responded. 

The chairman in a kindly speech proposed ‘‘ The Society,’’ and Mr. 
Blagden, the secretary, replied, and gave a short history of the society 
during the past session. 

The health of the chairman was proposed by Mr. Herbert Smith, and 
received with musical honours and great enthusiasm. 

Between the speeches the company were entertained by the kindness of 
Mr. Barnard, Mr. Crampton, and Mr. Lovell Fry; Mr. Barnard’s 
excellent musical sketches were greatly appreciated, and the songs of 
=. Crampton and Mr. Lovell Fry were warmly welcomed and only too 


ew. 
Mr. Ernest Todd, an old member of the society, was also good enough 
to assist with a well known and favourite song. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. G. Krex, solicitor, of No. 1a, Paternoster-row, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths in the Provinces of Manitoba, 
British Columbia, and Quebec. 

Sir ALexanpER Epwarp Muir, Q.C., Legal Member of the Council of 
the Governor-General, has been appointed a Companion of the Order of 
the Star of India. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Wo.taston Kaxsiaxe, Q.C., has received the honour of 
Knighthood. 

Mr. Joszrn Francis Leese, Q.C., M.P., Recorder of Manchester, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. 

Mr, Henry Hicxs Hocx:ne, barrister, on- aamears of the Island 
of Jamaica, has received the honour of Knighthood. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissoLvTions. 


Wisiam Tmsrett Extiorr and Axtruur Psst Nasu, solicitors 
ony + Elliott & Nash), 5, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn, London. 

ay 21. 

Wurrep Toruam Ricuarpson and Ruys Gorinc Tuomas, solicitors 
(Richardson & Goring Thomas), 76, Finsbury-pavement, London. The said 
Rhys Goring Thomas will henceforth carry on the said business at 76, 
Finsbury-pavement aforesaid under the present style or firm of Richard- 
son & Thomas Goring. 

Francis Datzext Tuompson and Gsorce Mutter Licut, solicitors 
(Thompson & Light), New-inn, London, and 32, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. May 1. [ Gazette, May 28. 





GENERAL, 


It is stated that the condition of Sir James Bacon is far from satisfac- 
tory, and his weakness increases. 


In the House of Lords on Monday Lord Morris is stated to have pre- 
sented a Bill to amend the law relating to the rights of audience of solici- 
tors in the county court. The Bill is not yet issued. 


The St. James's Gazette says that the a ee of the Departmental Com- 
mittee appointed by the Treasury to inq into the department of the 
Charity Commission recommends that the department should continue to 
be administered by a board, and that it is undesirable that the general 
operations of the department should be placed under the control of a 
Minister of the Crown. 


The Zimes says that, according to present arrangements, Mr. Justice 





Barnes will not sit d 


the early of the nial 
and Mr. Justice Bruce will tae his the Lavaieal Sivieion 
until he goes on the North- Circuit on July6. Should Justice 


Barnes not be sufficiently recovered by that time, some other judge will 
— » take the Admiralty work d Mr. Justice Bruce’s absence on 
Cc ° 





Rs gony aaiiee a ton — ra Sani iomamnenhe eenmneiiy 
c g or ren a house have tary 

Examined by an Expert from The Oo. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee a London house 2 guineas 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

B y.—May 18, at 20, Onal uare, 8.W., the wife of Claude Baggallay, barriste 
pata af 8 dager meet ws aie of George adeno Em 

M — , ’ 

barsiotorvel-lay, of the Inter Tevebe att teegiie (Mary Ruth). si 
Ones itegate-road, Sou -on-Sea, wife of Frederic Gregson, 

r, of a > 

Jouns.—May 21, at St. Nicholas, Ringwood, Hants, the wife of Francis A. Johns, 

solicitor, 


a son. 
Tromson.—May 13, at D’Abbies Tower, Jedburgh, the wife of Robert Thomson, 


solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES, 

Cozens-Hanpy—Evererr.—May 22, at St. Jude’s Church, South Kensington, William 
Hepburn, eldest son of Herbert Hardy Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., to Constance 
Gertrude Lilian, eldest daughter of Colonel William Everett, C.M.G., Asst.-Adjt.-Genl., 
Intelligence Division, War 2. pRa! 


Hangeis.—May 17, at Torquay, Edmund Harris, of R , solicitor. 
i yh Nolan, Q.C. pose Lewy 


No.iay.—May, 17 in Dubli 
Pexer.—May 17, at his residence Ball county Dublin, Samuel 
id : 5 Lodge, ybrack, ty : 


» w, aged 72. 
QuerireL.—May 19, at Elias i solicitor, aged 73. 
Turver.—15th Guernsey, Queripel, ag 


= y, at Kidwells Park, Maidenhead, Hubert Turner, solicitor, 
a » 








Oxp anp Rang Fine Insurance Poxscres, &c., wanted to complete a 
i, palilaaiaaiaas: by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
DVT. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, May 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
. Liwrrep tx Caancery. 

Anoric Freezer, Liurrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Willlam 
Wylie Macalister, 80, Coleman st 

or fs and wre, and’ pareulae or thls ache ax cinta t0 Seanpe Mater, 
their names an or ’ 
High st, Grantham. Norl Co, Grantham, solors to liquidator 


Hv B By ; miteD —Creditors are on or before June 29, to 
UMANE RAKE SYNDICATE, . cof their -m to 


send in their names and 
Spokes, 8, Victoria st, W 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, May 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luursp tx Cuanogry. 

Licensep Vicruatiers’ CorpiaL ayp Minera Watsr Maxvuractrunixe Co, Lanrep— 
Creditors are ag ee on or before July 11, to send and par- 
ticulars of their debts or to James Leslie 

Norra & Raypa.u, Lanrep ( Mineral Water Manufacturers)—Creditors 
are required, on or before June 24, to send their 
their debts or claims, to Gouldie Wilson, 43, Coleman 

Aylesbury, solors for liquidator 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Loniton Gazette—Turspay, May 14. 
Cusnn-Kernves, Arsxanemn Wuseee nee Eocleston sq, Captain Junel5 Cox 
Clark-Kennedy, Stirling, ver, 8 
Pancipe, Some, Hulme, Manchester ‘June 14 Malpas v Phillips, Registrar, Manchester 
, London Gaszette.—Fuipay, May 17. 
Davummonn, Jom, Malvern, Worcester, M.D. June 15 Udall vy Heenan, Registrar, Man- 


Guixpey, Moses, Wetton, Staffs, Farmer June5 Challinor y Grindey, North, J Allen, 

Varvitt, Micn York, June 24 Wright v Varvill, Kekewich,J Emery, 

ARVILL, Mi cay ne Ironmonger righ ’ 
London Gazette.—Tvuxspay, May 21. 


Bares, Jouy, Tow tow, Daten, Innkeeper June 22 Forster v Bates, Kekewich, J 


Proud, Bishop A 
Bricos, Boseat, > Avekiend JuneS Lumley vy Waud, Registrar, Durham Proud, 


Jonzs, Jonny, -Plas, Aberdaron, Carnarvon June10 Jones y Roberts, North, J 
wen, 
T) , Gt Westminster, Civil June 24 Kennedy v Quick, 
was wrth, J Goatees Pog hee Queen Neorenete. 


Rave, Asvaa, Liverpool, Brushmaker June 24 eGrindley v Ralph, Registrar, Liver- 


Smith, Liverpoo 
5 Jo Port Oxford, Butcher July 1 Stevens v Way, Keke~- 
pee te "elagion Blount, y ’ 
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London Gazette-—Turspay, May 28. 





Jour, | ye — jo Lancs June2s Wainwright v Jump, Registrar, Liverpool Bartlett, 
Woodward v Kirkland, Chitty J. 


ome Gronroe, Southwell, Notts, Gent Inne 24 


, Southwell 


Pickett, Josern, Southill park, Hampstead, Cattle Salesman July1 . Evans v Pickett, 
North, J Eldridge, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Wanavunst, Tuomas, June 28 Gill v Platts, Registrar, Liverpool 


ootle, Lancs, Gent 
verpool 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Tusspvas, May 21. 
Ansan, Sysens Howasp, Gt Yarmouth, retired Farmer 


June10 Wiltshire & Son, Gt 


AxnusrronG, Anne, Higher Broughton June 24 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Asnwortn, Jaues, Bury, Gent July 15 Woodcock & Co, Bury 

Begsy, Natnay, Whitehaven, Carpentcr June17 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Bovex, Pataicx, Commercial rd, Gent July 1 Walker & Rowe, Bucklersbury 


Brappserry, Exiza, Stratford, Coffee House Keeper June 24 Stoneham & Son, Fen- 
chure’ 


Bunovury, Exiza Mancaret Donotuy, Bath June 30 Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Buroax, Joux, Sheffield, Innkeeper July 1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Champers, James Ropixsoy, Liverpoo!, Architect June20 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Crarmat, Eurty Apge.aripe, Acton June15 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch avenue 
Crosstey, Waiter, Levenshulme, Law Writer June 22 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Curt, Gaorcs, Balham June 2i Beaumont & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Daty, Epwarp Nugent, Stafford July1 Young & Co, Poultry 

Dauzigt, Auprew Joux, Liverpool, Gent June 20 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Deacon, Peter, Old Trafford, Coppersmith June 2i Sale & Co, Manchester 
Dixoy, Many Ary, Birkenhead June18 Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 
Earuam, Evcex, St Helen’s July 1 Barrow & Cook, St Helen’s 

Fixcn, Hewry, Colchester, Gent June 15 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 

Fisusr, Samvet, Southport, Gent June 24 Williams, Southport 

Gcy, Exiza Marsnatt, Hayward’s Heath June 29 Palmer & Bull, Bedford row 
Hapiey, Maria Aoyes Grocxeaty, Kingston Hill June 2it Brooke, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hoxpey, Exizanetu Sovomoy, Ainsdale June 30 Nesbitt, Southport 
Ho.prorta, Cnaries Gorvoy, Horsforth, Esq May9 J B& JA Brooke, Leeds 
Hoopze, Witi1am, Surbiton, Esq June 17 Dawson, Bloomsbury sq 

Hows.1, Ametia, Haverstock hill June 20 Freeman & Bothamley, Cheapside 
Jeanxenet, Many, Nottingham June 29 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Joxes, Jouy, Sheffield, Beerhouse keeper June 80 Wilson, Sheffield 

Josiix, Geoncs, Colchester, Farmer JuneS Marshall & Potter, Colchester 
Keer, Aurrep, St Leonard’s on Sea June 30 Langham & Co, Hastings 

Kixo, Exes, King Stanley July 1 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 

Lawrence, Grorce Herny, Eastbourne, J P June8 Crowdy, Arundel st 

Levr; Eowiyx, West Hampstead, Gent June7 Lumicy & Lumley, Conduit st 
Laiey, Tmoruy Marsnaty, Old Ford, Draper July2 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 
Maauire, Joun Tuomas, Chelsea, Gent June 18 Paze & Scorer, New inn 

Mane, Jaye, Garston June 17 Bartlett & Atkinson, L‘verpool 

Morais, Exizapetu, Rhosdyllen, Denbigh June 15 Smith, Birmingham 
Mvooenipor, Henny, Brixtonrd July 1 Woodroffe, Gt Dover st 
Muucert, Emuity Janz, Addisonrd June2i C & S Harrison & Co, Bedford row 
Owen, Hewry, Clapham, Commercial Agent July 1 Hargreaves, Westminster 
Payne, AvausTa Farruixu, Southampton May 31 Green & Co, Southampton 
Pyr, Ricuarp, Farnham July 1 Devereux & Heiron, Lime st 

Repnovse, Exvizaveru, Herne Hill July 1 Hunter & Downes, Coleman st 
Rosixsox, Evizaners, Birkdale July1 Barrow & Cook, St Helens 

Rosy, Louisa Miiprep, Wandsworth Junei7 Champion, Ironmonger lane 
Saynes, Exvizapetu, Clapham June 15 Russell & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Suarer, Wi114M, Sheffield, Restaurant Proprictor July 1 Irons, Sheffield 
Soxpes, Earl, Lees Court, Kent July 6 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 

Srarnow, Avice, Shrewsbury June18 Nevett, Shrewsbury 

Srevexsoy, Eumerixe, Bolsover June2t Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Sraive, Janes Witiiam, Patcham, nr Brighton June 30 Stevens & Co, Brizhton 
Tarrersatt, Joszeru, Waterloo, Gent June17 Bartlett & Atkinson, Li«erpool 
Tsorrer, Tuomas Coutts, Castlelaw, NB June 30 Williams & James, Strand 
Watutiwork, Hesry, Lancaster June 30 Walker, Manchester 








Wattox, Aww, Sheffield June 30 Rodgers & Co, Sheftiola 

Wess, Tuomas Witson, Brightlingsea, Builder June15 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 
Wenz, Capt Tuomas Narnamore, Paddington July 6 Minet & Co, King William st 
Wiaut, Hexry Avarsrvs, Gloucester June 30 Clutterbuck, Gloucester 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 24. 
Assort, Exity Marrna, Surbiton June 24 Speechley & Co, Strand 
Apercromatz, Ex1za Anye, Clapham pk June 24 King & Kemp, 1, Finsbury cirsus 
Arrry, Joun More Coxe, Lisbon, Capt R N June 22 Freshfields & Williams, Bank 


ANSTEE, Youn Harny Ropert, Twickenham, Gent June 15 Faithfull & Owen, Richmond 
Baizey, Joserns Witu1am, Liverpoolrd June 29 Bowman & Crawley-Boevey, Bedford 
Batt, Hesry, Wigan,Gent May 30 Caunce, Wigan 

Barser, Wit.1am, Exeter, Cutler July1 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Beanrpsey, Jouy, Nottingham, Farmer July6 Guy, Nottingham 

Brapsury, Josers, Bakewell, Accountant August1 Taylor, Bakewell 

Bratpusy, Jouyx, Burslem, Timber Merchant June 14 Julian, Burs!em 

Brooks, Ropert Harpine, Winlaton,Gent July 8 Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Butiock, Sorta, Yatton Keynell June24 Awdry, Chippenham 

CaTnerwoop, Haruret Happen, Hoxton June24 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 
Cuipsox, Exsza, Kew June 24 Watkins & Co, Sac‘ville st 

Curistis0x, James, Preston, Doctor June 21 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 

Cranks, Toomas W11114m, Rotherhithe, Gent June 22 Hawks & Co, Southwark 
Coates, Francis, Turton, Lancs, Labourer Jul417 Francis Whitaker, Lancaster pl 
Conrizip, Stymuour, Abingdon st, Clerk June 26 Wainwright & Co, Staple inn 
Cracos, Saran Exvizasetn, Heigham June 24 Goodchild, Norwich 

Cunpiit, Lieut Col Joun Poxsonsy, Whitehall June 24 Hargreaves & Joblin, Lincoln’s 


Ouse Rev Jou, Keswick June 24 Hargreaves & Joblia, Lincoln’s inn 
Davies, Isaac, Whitford, Flint, Colliery Manager June 29 Cope, Holywell 
Epwarps, E.tenor, Holywell June 29 Cope, Holywell 

Faron, Josern, Wellingore, Farmer June 21 Holdich, Sleaford 

Freemantie, Witt1am Rosert, Dean of Ripon July 1 Western & Sons, Strand 
Graypon, Wituram, Andover, Col July 1 Robins & Co, Southampton 


Gry.is, SHapwett Mor.ey, Lewarne, Liskeard, Lieut Col July 5 Coode & Co, Bed- 
ford row 
Gou.p, Joux, Holywell, Hotel Keeper June 29 Cope, Holywell 


Hannison, Josern, Manchester April 22 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 
Hixpmarcu, Catnertne Ance.t, Brockley June 28 Davenport & Co, Hastings 
Homes, Jauzs Haymuer, Southport June 24 Buck & Co, Southport 

Hvussarp, James, Upchurch, Farmer Aug 23 Prall & Son, Rochester 

Hveues, Janz, Bagillt June 29 Cope, Holywell 

Hucues, Marraa, Ellesmere July1 Salter & Giles, Ellesmere 

Jonzs, Wii.1am, Llanrug, Quarryman Augi Koberts, Bangor 

Kixo, Epwiy, Fenchurch avenue Augi Tarry & Co, Serjeants’ inn 

Lawsence, Josern, Wheelwright June23 Eagland & Son, Goole 

Lewis, Rev W H, Bristol June 2! Pomeroy & Co, Bristol 

Lows, Epwarp Jacxsox, Weymouth, Gent June 24 Stone & Co, Liverpool 
Lucas, Rosa Many, Westbourne pk June 30 Williams & James, Norfolk st 
Manragiort, Jutta, Norbiton June 30 Clements & Co, Old Broad st 

Mircus.y, Apau, Stratford, Gent June30 Ward & Son, Norfolk st 

Mircue.y, Jonny Toomas Wuireneap, Rochdale June 24 Stott & Son, Rochdale 
Orpr, Leonarp Saarro July1 Dickson & Co, Alawick 

Owes, Isapetta Ans, Churchstoke June 25 Salter & Giles, Ellesmere 

Porter, Ricnanp, Doncaster, Glass Dealer June 21 Ssunders & Nicholsons, 


upon Dearne 
Roserts, Anne, Pant Gorsedd June 29 Cope Holywell 


Rozserrs, Epwarp, Greenfield, Farmer June 29 Cope, Holywell 

Rosertson, Joun, Tivetshall St Mary, Farmer July 1 Culley, Norwich 

Sanps, Josepn, Hartshill, Yeoman July 6 Sale, Atherstone 

Scowsy, Georcr, Sandal Magna June 21 Edwards & Plews, Waketield 

Sr Crarr, Avotruvs Frepenric, Piceadilly, Captain RN July 21 Tyler, Clement’s inn 
Srouses, Jane, Sydenham June 30 Preston & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ticket, Euma, Sydenham July 5 Marchant & Co, Lombard st 

Wacker, Evten Axx, Eccles July 20 Taylor & Co, Manchester 


Wath 


| Wiip, Marcargr, Altrincham June8 Laycock, Altrincham 


Youso, Atzert, Fulham June 20 Keighley & Co, Lincoln's ian fields 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES | Dexxis, Cnartes H, Kalghtabridge, Tailor High Court | Guazsnoox, Jouy, Lontgest, Boiler Maker Portsmouth 
London Gasette—Fripay, May 21 oe Berre Lincoln.” G: Grocer Lincoln Pet May 16) G& ~~ Bon: ry hi bury 
elle. + aaj ° . SY, i. e i tche 
RECEIVIN Ord May 20 y Thiet Mar 1 ee oh _ , Butcher Shrewsbu 


Bunoes, Witisam, Terrington St Clement, Farmer King’s 
L tg. A Ond May 17 


Cases. ones, Zz Montsgue st High Court Pet 
a 


April 30 Ord 
Croven, Cuanrues, ( raimlington Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
May 21 Ord May 21 
Couns, at ge D, Wormwood Scrubbs High Court 
Pet Ma Ord May 


y7 21 
Cocxs, James, Bath, Clerk Bath Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Cortox, Geoncze Henry, Aberayon, Hairdresser Neath 
May 22 Ord May 22 
Daxsy, Sauvuxt, Dunston, Lincs, Baker 
May 18 Ord May 18 
Davee Joux Wittsam, Checkley, Licensed Victualler 
Stoke on Trent Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


Lincoln Pet 


Duxes, Jesse, Wolstanton, Beerseller Hanley Pet May 

2 20 Ord May 20 

LworTHy, ALrrEep Jonyx, Upwell, Daal urv 
King’s Lynn a ; it May 22 ee Pores 

Espueim, Max, I my OM Merchant Leeds Pet 
May3 Ord P| 

Evans, James Wittiams, caety, Tailor 
Pet May 21 Ord May? 

Fisxe, Rosest Evwys, he 50 Oca iy School Proprietor 

20 


Wand dsworth Pet Ma 
Fuster, ALrrep Woop, aitesborough en Maker 


Stockton on Tees Pet May 21 O 


| Freer, Wituiam, York, Market Gard 
-~ s Man's ener York Pet May 
GABDNER, eed Wit.oveusy, Churcham, 


Gloucester Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


Pontypridd 


Farmer 


Graxt, C N, Windsor "igh Court Pet Feb 14 Ord 


yis 
Guaney, James, Chalfont St Giles, Auctioneer Aylesbury 
| Pet Mar 15 Ord May 20 


Harvyamext, Joun Mace, Attleborough, Farrier Norwich 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Ho.enovse, Geonace, — Solicitor Manchester Pet 


ay 22 Ord May 2: 
Hyps, Faep, "Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet May 22 


Ord May 22 
ieoe, Joseru, Stow Cum Quy, Dealer Cambridge Pet 


fay 10 Ord May 20 
Joxes, Tuomas, Porth, Painter Pontypridl Pet May 2) 
May 20 


Jones, Zacuanian, Walsall, Hame Manufacturer Wa'-all 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
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LiTTLECHILD, one, Seat, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet Ma 








ad Ord May 20 
Locks, Tuomas Warp, a. come Dealer Ply- 
at Ee MeL gtas Wash gh Coat Pe 
Orrex ARIE, idow ig! 
Feb1 Ord May 


Ponene, Bae, Ferndale, Grocer Pontypridd Pet May 2 


0 J 18 

PARKER, ILLIAM — Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet 
May 21 Ord May 2 

Raysoyp, WiitiaM, A Licensed Victualler Cardiff 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Ricuagps, Jonsy, Birmingham, Carpenter Birmingham 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Root, Josern, Tolleshuat desea Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

Suernerpson, Ricuarp Porter, Kingston upon Hull, 


va Kingston upon Hull Pet May 22 Ord 

ay 22 

Sours, J A, Norwich, Pawnbroker Norwich Pet May 10 
Ord May 22 

Sree., Hagry Eowarp, New Swindon, Fruiterer Swin- 
don Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Tsomas, Joun, Ferndale, Collier Pontrypridd Pet May 
21 Ord May 21 


Tooze, Wii.u1am, Broadwindsor, Farmer 
Mayl1 Ord May 20 

Tuppenuam, ALrrep Moses Everarp, King’s Lynn, Inn- 

eeper King’s Lynn Pet May3 Ord May 21 
bel om Tuomas Rupert, Bilston, Butcher Wolver- 
ton Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

wae Homas, Lowestoft, Tobacconist 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Wearr, Tuomas ones, 
High Court Pet Ma 

Wuymark, W1iu1an, Stoke Newington, 
ton Pet April9 Ord May 

Winsiape, Wit +" Selsey, Builder Brighton Pet May 
20 Ord May 20 

Youne, Witt1aM amar, Wood Green High Court Pet 
April5 Ord May 


FIR3T MEETINGS. 


Boots, Atrrep, Hoxton, Grocor June 5 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crossitey, Wituiam, Leeds, Currier JuneSat11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 

Davies, Danie., Lianddarog, Farmer June 1 at 11 Off 
Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

— CoLemaAn, a Park June 5 at 12 Bank- 


Eves, ae me to Oxford st, Bootmaker May 31 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fisip, Narsay, Steeple Aston, Carpenter June 7 at 12 
Act Off , Oxfor 

Freer, Wim, Market Gardener June7at10 Off Rec, 
28, Stonegate, York 

Gorr, Haray Epw arp, Pontesbury, Butcher May 31 at 
il Off Rec, Shrewsbury 

Harpymenrt, Joux Mac &, Attleborough, Farrier June 1 
at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Hu — Josern, Lianelly, Tailor June 1 at 11.30 Off 

» 4, Soong, SJ Carmarthen 

ma....%, Joun, Ystradgunlais, Shoemaker June 1 at 12 
oO , 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Ison, Joseru, Stow cum Quy, Dealer June 4 at 12 Off 
Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Lewis, Tuomas, Letterstone, Bootmaker June 1 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Lomax, Bensauty, Kirkham, Licensed Victualler June 21 
at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Mawsoy, Joun, Blackpool, cane eenpe June 21 at 3.30 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Pres 

Puiturs, Henry Farpenick, st John’ s Wood, Turf Agent 
June 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Quick, .Rospert Cuarves, Hastings, Instructor of Gym- 
— June 10 at 12.30 Young & Sons, Bank bidgs, 


Bristol Pet 


Gt Yarmouth 


America sq, Oil Merchant 
Ord May 21 
Builder Edmon- 


astings 

Simmonps, Anraur Wa rer, Brighton, Tobacconist June 
5at3 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Sautrn, Jonn Cook, Norwich, Fancy Draper June 1 at 1.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Branwey, Joux, Hunton, aa Farmer 
0 , Week st, Maidstone 

Srare, Russet, Ve armen upon Hull, Hatter June 5at 11 
Ch of C , 145, € theapside 

Tuorsiey, ALFRED Cross, Clapham rd, Butcher May 31 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Titpury, James, Ki © upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
June latit Off R»«, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Warkins, Moxeay Tuomas, Ferndale, Greengrocer May 
Slat3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


June 21 at 11.15 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aree Joun, Thavie’s ion, Private Hotel Proprietor 
High Court 'Pet May 14 Ord May 18 
aes ro Bath, Clerk Bath Pet May 22 Ord 


C.ioven, i Satingien Newcastle on T Pet 
May2i Ord May 21 ae 
Come een A.trrep Jorpay, gf Hotel Proprietor 


ig bm Pet April 10 Ord 
Dane, ey Dunston, Baker Lincoln Pet May 18 


Dem — Wiuiam, Checkley, ye Victualler 
Stoke upon Trent Pet May 2u Ord May 
me Betsy, Lincoln, Grocer Lincola Pet May 15 Ord 


Does, hdl Wolstanton, Beerseller Hanley Pet May 
20 Ord May 20 

Expuem, Max, santo, Provision Merchant Leeds Pet 
May3 Ord May 

Ev — J ame Wiest Treorky, Tailor Pontypridd Pet 

pert Exwyn, Upper poate. —- is a 

Pet May 20 Ord May 
Foster, Atraep Woop, Middlesbo: 
Stockton on Tees Pet May 20 0: 


Fiske 


a 





‘ia 








comm, Wadena York, Market Gardener York Pet May 


oom Wittovensy, Churcham, Farmer 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Giazsroox, Joux, Landport fataenth Pet May 20 
Ord May 20 


Masereneh, Jounx Macs, Attleborough, Farrier Norwich 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Hyps, + Burnley, Licensed Victualler Burnley Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 F 

Isox, Joseru, Stow cum Quy, Dealer Cambiidge Pet 
Ma May 21 

Porth, Painter Pontypridd Pet May 20 

Lewis, ; tend e, Bootmaker Pembroke Dock 

Pet May 15 Ord 


Lirriecniip, Ricuagp, 7 Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet May 20 Ord May 20 = 
y- 


Locks, Tuomas Warp, Plymouth, Gunent Dealer 
mouth Pet May 20 Ord May 21 

—— ovan, Ferndale, Grocer Pontypridd Pet May 1 

ee; Win Ay Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet 
May 21 Ord Ma 

a Ee Maeste, Licensed Victualler Cardiff 

y 20 y 20 
Root, Jossex, Tolleshunt D'Arcy, Farmer Chelmsford 
a Pet May 17 — 2 Pox Kingston Hull, 
Her HERDSON, ICHARD ORTER, upon 

Clerk bet at May 22 Ord May 22 

Lams, itigham Cement lacturer 

ester Pet Octé Ord May 20 

Sreet, Harzy Epwanp, 8 Fruiterer Swindon 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 ; 

Tuomas, Joun, Ferndale, Collier Pontypridd Pet May 


20 Ord May 21 
Wee aman os Guildford, Baker Guildford Pet May 


Wano, wired Lowestoft, Tobacconist Gt Yarmouth 
May 21 Ord May 21 

Weare, Tuomas Bensamix, America sq, Oil Merchant 

igh Court Pet May 21 Ord May 21” 


Garpyer, 
Gl 


Jones, Sens, 
20 


Spoor, 
Roch: 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Epw — Lewis, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Adjud 
Aprili Annul May 14 
Jones, Eowarp, a eben Liverpool Adjud 
April 3 Annul May 16 


London Gaszette.—Tuxspary, May 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Heyry, Sentet, Boot Maker Peterborough 
Pet May 25 Ord Ma hy 
Sone. Oe Mrs, Cromer, Widow Norwich Pet May11 Ord 


ay 25 

Biptakk, Grorae, i ween, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Feb 27 Ord A 

CuHIsLerrT, gh Wane, and Argraue We.iestey Noyes 
Lewis, — Builders Poole May 20 
Ord May 20 

Conen, May of Od bao ee Draper High ‘Court Pet 

22 


Onurye, David, Netherton, Butcher Dudley Pet May 23 


1 , a Oakham, Wheelwright Leicester 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Evans, Watrer Henry, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 
May 25 May 25 


y 

Feaay, Wasas Fasvericx, Lombard st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet April3 Ord May 24 

Fenner, A J, Be oP Gent Liverpool Pet Feb 7 
Ord May 2 

Guaney, Georae, Gt Yarmouth, Teacher of Music Gt 
Yarmouth gt as Ord May 25 

Basmees, — = Auctioneer Stockton 

gy A —j Ord fr 23 


on Tees 

— Looe Northallerton Pet 
Ord May 24° 24 

Hare, Jour, D Darwen, Clothier Blackburn Pet May 23 

Howsuis, Har moon, Ebbw A pra Mon, Sculptor Tredegar 

ee Writs | Rew, Basingstoke Winchester Pei 


rd May 25 
Jou.ey, James, Runcorn, Tinsmith Warrington Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 


in ee yey on Thames, Coachbuilder 


ingston, Surrey 23 Ord May 23 
Marks, Epwarp, (Many on Trent, Tobace ‘obaceonist Burton 
on Trent Pet May 23 Ord Ma 
Mintox, Groner Epw = Shifnal, oidoshanic Madeley Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 
Moorcroor, Wituam Firz-Georer, _Derby, Shoemaker 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Grantham, Furniture Warehouseman 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
cms, a High Court Pet Aprilé Ord 
y 
Ouiver, ALraep Pe Guanes, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester 


Pet May11 Ord May 23 
Pepuinauan, Joux, Ledbury, Grocer Worcester Pet May 
7 Ord May 22 


Rick arp, Senaunas, Gt a | Bucks, Farmer Ayles- 
bury Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Rouiestoy, Harry ~via Cricketer Worcester 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
, Painter Stockton on Tees Pet 


Scarr, Jonny, 
ones onOra ley a Portland * Gent High Court Pet 


New, CHaRues, 


May 22 Ord May 22 


May 3 
SKINNER, ALFRED, Soath , Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Brentford Pet Ma Ord May 22 
wenn nite a wie aye On Farmer 
Ord May 24 
Top, duaeieeen, Theobald’s rd, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet 


Woop. Wisse, Henin t op Merchant Nottingham 
Pet May 11 Ord May 24 





RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Liewstys, Joux Conxor (yg Leamington, Gent 
Warwick Rec Ord March 30 Rese May 8 


se a Pe June 5 at 
a ~4 Bankruptey bidg st, Solicitor June 5 at 
Besnon Hey Pa 98 Yr lichmond June Sat 11.30 &, 


Booby, Aten Wot Hartlopenl, Tailor JuneS5at3 Of 
Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
ame, = bern ome Peckham; Cabinet Man 


ufacturer 
Cie eee June oats “Daekrapey bidge, Carey st 


Coie, ruses D June 7 at 2.90 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Corram, Horace James, Watford, Gent June 6 at 11 
June ll at 11.30 Of 

one Be 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
—- OuN byw emeny Bo ay FO, Agent June 5 at 


Dean ccckatte Sh ga Tailor June 6 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy 


a rv Joux, 


Daney, Samugi, 


Davry, Betsy. June 11 at 12.30 Of 

Exus, —- Hewry, Cheltenham, Dealer 
June 6 at 3.15 County Court 

Pay, Joux, SS los June 6 at 11 


Suernerpsox, 
Clerk 


Nes 6 at il at 11.30 Of so Oat Ren: eiotty House lane 


as Rg Witiovossy, Churcham, 

June 8 Off st, Gloucester 
Hype, Bao, bum leteian ot’ July 4 at 2 Exchange 
Jounsox, "Wasa, —- Baker June at 12.30 


, Furrier June 13 


184 : esboos, a 


Locke, Tuomas ‘Wan, General Dealer June 


Zatll 10, Athenzoun 
Marks, iow ans) Burton on ome se mf June 5 


Kegsine, 


Sten 12.30 3 Off Reo, ise 

¥T masa ITZ: 
Fane Git 1 Ol a, be Saas cob ete 
Nayior, Butea, 2 June 6 at Ree, 31, 
Nutr, Poonam U Brick Maker June 6 at 12 
}. Of yer : —— 

er, ALYRED yo ee 

ott “ 12.30 _ 5 ined laa 

ve’ ERBERT JOUN upon 

June Gat 11 Off Rec, ee 
Onrey, Manie, Widow June7atii Baak- 


ore ae liens Keath, Farmer June 5at li 


odo 
AS a Gt June 5 
Symonps, — eR, — 4 
Thb a, June 7 
Sees be —— —_ 6 at 12 
me. eae coe op cresia’ Licensed Victaaller 
June 5 at 12 Crypt 
Vayx, Anruus, Heasest Joux Gouna 


Birmingham June Gat il 23, 
Wane, Ametia, Guildford, Baker June 5 at 12 geared 
way 9 eS 
Yous, James, Malvern Baker Jun3 6 at 12 Off 
45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bax asa. Henry, Sant Boot Maker Peterborough 
Buss, the ley Fd oe Vy Richmond Wandsworth Pet 
Basguens, Saxon, Withington, Solicitor Manchester 
Pet April 3 Ord Ma Haida ate, 
Bias, Jews Gaaxvitiey Ploadilly High Court Pet Feb 
ee Bet May” On , Leicester, Boot Maker Leicester 
eh Gent, Parmer King’s Lynn Pet 


= 6 Ord 

eenmen 10" “ond Mart Shipowner Brighton Pet 

Curee, Davin, Netherton, Butcher Dudley Pet May 23 

Duns, Perer, Stockton on Tees, Marine Engineer Stock 
tonon Tees Pet May18 Ord May 22 

E.worruy, i Se Joux, Ld Surveyor King’s 

Fisvp, N araany Upper Ba Guapenter Oxford Pet 

Fowsss, Axruur Srpsey, Portland rd, Jobmaster High 
Court Pet May 24 Ord 

Genter, Agrav: 


Baker Brighton Pet 
is Ord May 23 
ea a 


ay Sawing’ 


Arg i 4, High Cout Pet Feb 14 Ord 
Gvaxry, Guonos, Gt ia Od Mays 


Hamed, J Jam ie ieee 
23 Ord 


Pet Cog Ne ceeeal 
toe, Darw sn, Retail Clothier Blackurn iain 
Hour, re Brighten Eastbourne and Lewes Pet 


May 24 





532 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 





Caen 


Howrtwsts, Herwoop, Ebbw Vale, roti 
Pet May 23 Ord May 
Joey, James, Runcorn, "Tinsmith Warrington Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 
Jones, Zacuantan, Walsall, Hame Manufacturer Walsall 
May 21 Ord May 24 
Lomax, Bexsamix, Kirkham, Licensed Victualler Preston 
May 13 Ord May 24 
McKewzis, Arexanper Ecco, Clapham rd, Coachbuilder 
High Court Pet April 17 Ord May 24 
Manrxs. Epwarp, Burton on Trent, Tobacconist 
on Trent Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Mixa, Ronert, sen, North Shields, Tailor Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet April 22 Ord May 23 
Mistox, Gzorcrk Epwix, Shifnal, Foreman Mechanic 
leley Pet May 2% Ord May 25 
eT, Wittiam Fitz Grorcr, Derby, Shoemaker 
et May 23 Ord May 23 
Cnarurs, Grantham, Furniture Warehouseman 
otting Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Panisn, Ba Deddington, Farmer Oxford Pet April 
26 


rd May 20 
Pavey, Atrrep, Axbridge, Auctioneer Wells Pet May 6 
Ord May 24 


Sculptor Tredegar 





Burton 


Moore 


New, 


Birmingham Pet 


y 
Pepuvenam, Joux, Ledbury, Grocer Worcester Pet May 
22 Ord 
Pet May 15 Ord May 24 
Ro.iestox, Harry, Bromsgrove, Cricketer Worcester 
wich Pet March 27 Ord May 18 
Scarr, Jouy, Darlington, Painter Stockton on Tees 
Pet oe 
SHEARLY, arry, Redditch, Farmer Worcester 
arch 27 Ord May 24 
Boot Dealer 
Ord May 24 
Rick Water, Bethesda, Li Victualler 
Bangor 
May 2 
Wolver- 
Wisow, Arravr, p= Brush Manufacturer 
Wourr, Grorce Gapriet, *Chinsold Park, Ink Manufacturer 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Gray’s-inn (see advertinement, this week, p. 
Land, &c. (see advertisement, May 25, p. 6). 
Bala A 


May 24 
Rayuowp, Ricnarp Witwtam, Bristol, Butcher Bristol 
Ricuarps, Jonx, —- Carpenter 
May 22 May 24 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Rurrue, Freperick Harpy, Lewisham, Publisher Green- 
Sanpers, See Frepericx, Eastcheap, Tea Merchant 
High Court Pet April 18 Ord May 24 
Ord May 22 
Pet 
27 Ord May 24 
Surman, Pavt, Nunheed, Art Publisher High Court Pet 
Tuomas, Tuomas L, Morriston, Glam, 
Swansea Pet May 3 
es, Atreaep Moses Everarp, =e Lynn, Inn- 
aoree King’s Lynn Pet May2 Ord May 25 
Sree, REDE 
Pet April 30 Ord May 24 
Virr, ALFRED a. 3 Bradford, Weaver Bradford Pet 
Watwyy, Tomas Rupert, a. Butcher 
hampton Pet May2i Ord May 
Wittiams, Moses, oo Coachbuilder. Bangor Pet May 
10 Ord May 24 
Halifax 
May9 Ord Ma 
High Court PetApril3 Ord May 24 
June 5.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrietp, at the Mart, 
E.C.. a at 2 o’clock, Two Sets of Leasehold “eee in 
June 6.— Messrs. C. & T. Moonr: at the Mot a C., at 2 
o’clock, Frocheia ‘and Leasehold Properties, Building 
June 6.—Mesers. Faresroruer, Exuis, Crarx, & Co., at 
ae 5 E.C. C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Building Land 
an 


8 (see advertisements, May 25, 


Pp. 2). 

June 6.—Mesars. H. E. Foster & Cranrrepp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Absolute and Contingent Reversions 
Annuity of £400, Life Interests, Shares, and i9 Policies 
of Assurance (see advertisements, May 25, p. 5) 

June 7.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, EC., at 2 

o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents and Leasehold House 
(see advertisements, May 25, p. 6). 








All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, whieh in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
268, Od. ; by "Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
ea effice—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE = _. MAKERS. 


BY SPEOIAL APPOINTMENT 
the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Corporation of 


f London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, ‘Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: 


‘ __ June 1, , 1895. 





Established a century and twenty-one years. 
N 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW beg 
to notify that the: holding their SALES Ss 

FREEHOLD and LEASEHO 4D PROPERTIES, Ground- 
rents, &c., during 1895, at the MART, on the ‘following 
dates, and will be glad to receive particulars of any proper- 
ties to be included at least one month anterior to the 
proposed date of sale : 

Monday, June 17th 

Thursday, July 25th 

Thursday, August 29th 

Thursday, September 26th 

Auction offices, 6, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside, E.C., and 
308, Brixton-hill, 8s.W. 


Thursday, October 3ist 
Thursday, November 28th 
Thursday, December 19th 


HIGH wag 

By Order of Mortgag ital Freehold Investment. 
Vy BASES. HERRING. SON, & DAW will 
offer for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on MONDAY, JUNE 17th, at 
TWO orelock precisely, the PAIR of FREEHOLD semi- 
detached R#SIDENCES, situate only five minutes from 
High Barnet Station (G. N. Ry.), known as St. Paul’s, and 
the adjoining house, Park-road, let to responsible tenants, 

and producing a rental of £107 10s. per annum 
Particulars of Messrs. Horne & Engall, Solicitors, 


Staines ; and of the Aucti jioneers, as above. 
N ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW will 
offer for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, 
ees E.C.,on MONDAY, JUNE 17th, 1895, 
at TWO o'clock precisely, the valuable ABSOLUTE 
REVERSION to about £1,800 Stock, invested in India £3 
per Cents., and expectant on the decease of a lady now 
aged 45 years. 
Particulars of Messrs. Loughborough, Gedge, & Nisbet, 


Solicitors, 23, Austinfriars, E.C., and of the Auctioneers, 
as above. 


To BUYERS of REVERSIONARY INTERESTS. 


TO HALL neo AND IN- 


MAIDENHEAD. 

By order of Mortgagees.—The highly valuable Freehold 
Property, situate in the heart of the town, comprisin 
the grand hall, which has for many years been license 
for music and dancing, the adjoining ornamental grounds 
and swimming bath, together with the well-placed house 
and shop, No. 16, Market- street, chiefly with possession, 
thus offering splendid opportunity for development in 
vist rofitable ways 

ME. SRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW will 

4 offer for SALE by AUCTION, the above peculiarly 

choice FREEHOLD PROPERTY, in One or Four Lots, at 

the BEAR HOTEL, MAIDENHEAD, on —_— 

JUNE 19, 1895, at THREE o’clock precise! 

Particulars, with plan, may be had at the Dooal hotels ; of 
Messrs. Lou hborough, Gedge, & Nisbet, Solicitors, "93, 
Austinfriars, . C.; and of the \ eeeenaten 6, Ironmonger- 
lane, Che apside, London, E 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1895. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1895, 
tobe held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
ank of England, E.C. : 
on. June 6 | 


Thurs., July 25 
Thurs., Aug. 1 
Thurs., Aug. 15 
Thurs., Aug. 29 
Thurs., July 11 Thurs., Sept. 12 
Thurs., July 18 Thurs., Sept. 26 

Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged. 

Mesars. Farebrother Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of ‘The Times” ev turday 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City a and warehouses, 

nd-rents, and Se Le y, which will be 
orwarded free of sppliaton. Re Mer es Fleet- 


weneat, Temple-bez, and is 18, Old 
SALE APPOINTMENTS FOR 1895. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to h, Milner, & Co.) conduct 
' PERIODICAL SALES on the first Thursday in each 
month ice the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C 
REVERSIONS (Absolute ae Contingent). 
Life Interests and Annuities 
Life Policies. 
Shares and Debentures. 


Mo Debts and B Bonds, and 
Kin Interests. 


Thurs., June 13 
Wed., June 19 
Thurs., June 27 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1895. 


Vf NPARMER, & BRIDGRWATHR toy to tomgeneh 
i EWA’ 
that ir BALES. 0 f ESTATES, Investments, Town, 
ad and Business 
Hae gy Land, 

tocks, Shares, a 


Tues., ions ll 
Tues.. June 18 
Tues., June 25 
Tues., July 2 
Tues., July 9 


Tues., July 30 
Tues., Aug. 6 
Tues. Aug. 13 
Tues., Aug. 20 

By t, auctions an also be held on other 
days, in town or country. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED —_ a INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Suevting Quarters dences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
to be Let or bod b uy —— —oe 
the 1 i< of each mon 

Bridge 


Tues., Nov. 19 
Tues., Dec. 


a on 
of ia 
water, Estate 


Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, 
London, E.C. 


Surveyors, and Valuers. 80, Cheapside, 
phone No. 1,503. 





BATTERSEA PARK, BERMONDSEY, SOUTH NOR- | 
WOOD, BARNSBURY, AND CAMBERWELL. 


MONDAY, JUNE 10.—Freehold and Leasehold Pro- 
perties. 


N ESSRS. PERKINS& CAiSAR will SELL 

the following PROPERTIES by AUCTION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, City, as above, at TWO | 
o’clock ‘precisely, in 

BATTERSEA PARK.—Three Leasehold Dw 
Houses, Nos. 9, 11, and 13, Kersley-street; un 
term about eighty-two years ; ground-rent £7 per annum 
each house; gross rents £125 per annum.—Solicitors, © 
Messrs. Whites & Co., 28, Budge-row, E.C. 

BERMONDSEY (within 400 yards of new Tower Bridge). 
—Capital Corner Freehold Manufacturing Premises, 
possession, having frontages of 93ft. 6in. to Fair-street. and ~ 
56ft. to Tanner-street ; ground area about 5,030 aq. ft.— 
— Messrs. Rivington & Son, 1, Fenchurch- build. 
ings, 

BERMONDSEY.—Freehold Corner Dwelling-house, No. 
117, Abbey-street ; let at £28 per annum. 

SOUTH NORWOOD.—Two Freehold Dvelling-housea 
with gardens, Nos.6 and 8, Harrington-road; let to old- 

standing tenants at £23 per annum each. 

BARNSBURY.—Two capital Leasehold Resid 
Nos, 65 and 67, Richmond-road, with gardens; unexpi 
term fifty-five years; ground rent £8 per annum each 
house ; gross rents, "Ell2 10s. per annum.—Solicitor, J. 
Jobson, Esq., 57, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.c. 

CAMBERWELL.—Three Freehold Dwelling-houses, 
with long gardens, Nos. 28, 30, and 32, Havil-street ; ‘ 
rents, £84 per annum. —Solicitors, Messrs. Crosley & 
2, Moorgate-street-buildings, .C. 

Particulars, with conditions of sale, may be had of the 
respective Solicitors ; at the Mart; and oft the Auctioneers, 
105, Tooley-street, Southwark, S 8.E. 





CITY OF LONDON. 


Valuable Freehold Investment in the best part of F 
church-street, producing £300 a year.—By order of the | 
Trastecs of thel late ‘William Macfarlane, Esq. 


Roses & STEVENS are iustructed 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on 
26, at TWO, the im 
FREEHOLD PR Nos. 80 and 80, Fenchurch= 
strect, occupying an an tt, position, near the junction of 
Aldgate oa within a few minutes’ walk 
of Fenchurch-street Railway seroma a ee ee to the 
wine, corn, and colonial propery Dae 
the extensive —- of 24ft. Sin. 4 a depth of — 
64ft. ; the round fioor is in the occupation of 
Messrs. Van Raalte, the well-known cigar importers ; 
there are three flovrs of offices, &c., over, with 
entrance thereto, basement with engine and boiler Ag 
warehouse. &c. The whole let upon lease to Mr. 
Smith (John Cassell & Co., Wholesale Tea oe Coff 
Merchants) for a term of 21 years from Midsummer, 1890, 
at the very low rent of £300 per annum, offering 
exceedingly desirab! 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 
EMISES, 


y le and safe investment. ; 
Particulars may be had of H. M. Pike, Esq.. Solicitor, 26, 
ola Sogn eet W. ; at the Mart; and of Mesars. 
Rushworth & Stevens, Surveyors and "Auctioneers, 22, 
Gavile-row, Regent-street, W. 
AUCTION SALES. 

i ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIO 

take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and incl 
every description of House Property. Printed terms ¢ 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field 


Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give 
to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offic 





attonti 





Sales of Estates, Town and Country inate. Building 
fixed for 1895 :— 
August 1. | 
December 18. 
October 16. 


54, Borough High-ctrect, and os, Chancery-lane, Ww. Cc, 


Vf BSSES. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park 
L street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West- 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on 








Land, Investments, Ground-rente, B , &e. 

will also be held every month. The following are the dates 

June 6. November 7. 
August 14. November 20. 
ae 5. December 5 

October 3 
Vendors and purchasers are invited ast communicate with 
the Auctioneers, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to, 





snd 
applica- 








